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INTRODUCTION
Two of the major social issues demandi ng attention from the 
criminal ju s t ic e  system today are v io lent juvenile  crime and the 
abuse of children. Neither of these problems shares in the gen-
period from 1980-84, arrests for crimes of violence increased by 
four percent, while index crime arrests as a whole decreased 
(Federal Bureau of Invest igat ion ,  1985). Among juveniles aged 16 
through 18, 1983 arrest rates for vio lent crimes showed an
increase over the two previous years. Estimates of the incidence 
of child abuse vary from 200,000 to 1 1/2 mil l ion cases annually 
(Straus & Gelles, 1980; Smith, Berkman & Fraser, 1980; Forer?< 
1980; Steele , 1982), with many children being repeatedly 
victimized by the same abuser. In the state of Nebraska, with a 
population of only 1,460,000, there were 3,312 o f f i c i a l l y  
confirmed incidents of child abuse in 1984, including 13 that  
resulted in death ("Child Abuse Deaths," 1985).
As a re s u l t ,  t rad i t io ns  of family privacy, parental responsi­
b i l i t y ,  and even the separate juvenile  ju s t ice  system are being 
/
challenged. (. Is i t  possible for the same agency to protect c h i l -
\
dren's rights and protect society from th e i r  misdeeds?^> Are the 
two problems of delinquency and abuse in fact the two sides of one 
larger problem? Recent research by the Department of Justice 
(Smith, Berkman & Fraser, 1980; Wilkinson, 1984) suggests that  
they are, c i t ing  evidence that abuse, neglect, and delinquency a l l
era! declining trend of other forms
2have roots in family environments, and that "v iolent chronic 
offenders" tend to come from homes with a high degree of family
c o n f l ic t .  Travis H irschi 's  (1983) study of crime and family
strengthened the argument that  the gross correlates of child abuse 
and delinquency are id e n t ic a l .  In England, according to a highly 
respected longitudinal  study hy West and Farrington (1977), fewer 
than f iv e  percent of famil ies  account for  as many as ha lf  of the 
criminal convictions.
In the United States, i t  is  estimated, one mil l ion vio lent  
personal crimes are committed each year by persons under age 18, 
and FBI figures for  the year 1984 show over 550,000 of these cases
cleared by a r res t .  Research has shown that these offenders do not
come primari ly  from the lower economic groups, as was formerly 
suspected (Wilkinson, 1,984), and experts have begun to look to the 
family not only as a force for  preventing delinquency but also as 
one of i ts  l i k e l y  sources.
A substantial body of research strongly suggests that  child  
abuse is transmitted in te rg e n e ra t io n a l ly , through the social 
learning process (Steele & Pollock, 1968; Steinmetz & Straus, 
1974; C ar ro l l ,  1977; Smith, Berkman & Fraser, 1980). Does th is  
assaultive style  of adaptation also t r a in  teenagers from such 
homes to approach the outside world in a threatening way? Some 
authori t ies th ink so. Dr. Arthur Green asserts, "To the abused 
adolescent, a l l  human relat ionships consist of encounters between 
aggressors and v ic t ims."  {Green, 1981; p. 156). David Sandberg
(1985) of Boston University Law School has found that child abuse 
is often a contributing factor in delinquency, but one of which 
the jus t ic e  system is la rge ly  unaware.
Efforts at untangling the r.nnner.f.inn hetween delinquency and 
child abuse have been hindered part ly  by de f in i t ional  ambiguity. 
To many people, both phenomena inhabit some grey area between 
social blunders, deserving mere censure, and crimes requiring  
ju d ic ia l  in tervention.  The specif ic  actions comprising delinquen­
cy are f a i r l y  uniformly defined, but the term juveni1e varies in 
meaning from state to s tate .  In most, a l l  persons under age 18 
are considered to be juven i les ,  but the range is from 16 to 21. 
In addit ion,  some juveni le  codes encourage exceptions to the 
"diminished responsibi l i ty"  policy for minors who commit felonies  
or are mult iple rec id iv is ts .
The meaning of child abuse is also problematic. While a l l  50 
states now have statutes requiring the reporting of suspected 
child abuse, most stop short of defining the specif ic actions in 
question. The orig inal concept, p r inc ipa l ly  involving cases of 
child battery discovered by emergency room physicians, has since 
been expanded to cover chi ld neglect, sexual abuse, and emotional 
abuse as w e l l .  As more professionals have been drawn into the 
id en t i f ic a t io n  and treatment of abused children, the orientations  
of th e ir  respective disciplines have both enriched the research 
and added to the confusion over what constitutes child abuse.
Scholars and public a l ike  tend to operate under the assump­
t ion that everyone has the same understanding of physical abuse.
Such is not the case. While there is v i r tu a l ly  universal 
condemnation of abuse, the l i s t  of " legit imate" uses of physical 
force against children varies widely among indiv iduals ,  as was 
indicated in a cross-sectional survey by Sapp and Carter (1978).  
In a nationwide survey of parents, Gel 1es (1980) found 73 percent 
admitting to at least one episode of violence in the course of 
ch i ldrear ing ,  and 63 percent reporting one or more episodes within  
the previous year. Twenty percent admitted to beating children  
with belts or hard objects as a d isc ip l inary  measure.
Judicial guidance on the issue of corporal punishment has not 
been consistently he lp fu l .  While the American Bar Association 
supports a ban on corporal punishment in the public schools, the
Supreme Court stands behind i t s  1977 decision in Ingraham v.
Wright, sending the message to parents that paddling is not an act
of abuse. This precedent weakens the e f for ts  of agencies assigned 
by the juvenile  courts to t ra in  abusing parents away from harsh 
physical punishments.
Gel les'  perspective on physical abuse ty p i f ie s  those commonly 
voiced by recent authors. He states that ordinary physical pun­
ishments and child abuse are at the extreme ends of a continuum of 
force,  with increasing gradations of severity between. All ap p l i ­
cations of physical force to control' or react to the behavior of 
children are to some extent abusive. Their labeling as abusive or 
non-abusive depends on many factors other than th e i r  content.
The amount of physical force that can be j u s t i f i e d ,  i f  any,
is  a moral and legal issue, but one to which criminal just ic ians  
can bring enlightenment. A sound evaluation of the consequences 
of physical punishment and other assaults on children is needed to 
help the ju s t ic e  system formulate a rational response. This 
thesis addresses one facet of the issue: whether or not being a
victim of violence places a child at greater r isk of engaging in 
vio lent  forms of delinquency than would coming from a non-violent  
background.
The thesis consists of f ive  chapters. The f i r s t  chapter 
reviews the pert inent empirical l i t e r a tu r e .  A theoret ical  basis 
for  the abuse-violent delinquency relationship is established in 
the second chapter. The th ird  chapter explains the methodology of 
the research pro jec t ,  and the fourth and f i f t h  chapters present 
the findings and conclusions reached.
The Massachusetts Department of Youth Services has just  com­
pleted a study of delinquent youth and family violence (Guarino, 
1985). Case records of 165 court-committed youths were used to 
estabish evidence of abuse, relying on social h istories and 
psychological reports.  Over one-half of these c l ients  were found 
to have experienced family violence: 40 percent as victims and 10
percent as involved witnesses. The current ta rget  offenses of 
th is  abused group were compared with those of the non-abused 50 
percent (omitting the cases of 36 who had been referred for v io la ­
t ion of probation). Offenses were divided into two categories:  
"against the person" and "other", the l a t t e r  including a l l  drug 
and property offenses. This analysis produced a s ign i f ican t  
(p<.01) d i fference: 74 percent of the abused group, and only 49
percent of the non-abused, had target offenses "against the 
person
Family Violence and Homicide
Though not generally treated as a form of delinquency, homi­
cide by children is a f i f t h  category of research that bears 
reviewing in any study of violence. Biographical case studies of  
murderous aggression in children include eight by Easson and 
S te in k i l l e r  (1961),  f iv e  by Duncan and Duncan (1971),  nine by King 
(1975), and 31 by Sorrells (1977). Except for the Sorrells group, 
a l l  the above studies dealt  with children who had e i ther  k i l le d  or 
attempted to k i l l  a member of th e i r  immediate fa m il ies ,  and were 
l a t e r  found, during psychological evaluations, to have been
16
motivated by revenge, fe a r ,  or f ru s t ra t io n .  These individual  
biographical reconstructions are usefu l ,  p a r t ic u la r ly  for purposes 
of determining disposit ions,  but even taken as a group, they do 
not represent empirical data on which theoret ical  conclusions can 
be based. 7
S orre l ls ,  however, carr ied out controlled background in v e s t i ­
gations of a l l  31 juveniles convicted of homicide in a single  
Cal i forn ia  county during an 18-month period. He learned, through 
his study of po l ice ,  court,  and mental health records as well as 
f i rs t -hand interviews, that  only one of the 31 homicides was 
brought on d i re c t ly  by a parental action: one young boy k i l l e d  his 
fa ther to stop him from beating his mother. Twenty-five percent 
(N=8) of the others happened as the result  of quarrels between 
youths that escalated, and 25 percent in the course of robberies 
and burglar ies.  Eight of the cases had no apparent motive. 
Sorrells did discover that  16 of the family members had criminal 
records, 10 parents were a lcohol ic ,  10 had agency records of 
emotional i l ln e s s ,  and 8 famil ies were headed by parents pre­
viously known in the community as vio lent  persons. A believer in 
the power of role models, Sorre l ls  concluded that  the pervasive 
climate of chaos and absence of models for control l ing th e i r  
impulses had led many of th is  group to use violence as a cheap 
form of entertainment. This study was p a r t ic u la r ly  useful because 
of the absence of data on murderous aggression in other s e l f -  
report research. The author's conclusions tend to support the 
social learning model of v io lent  delinquency.
CHAPTER 2 
Theoretical Perspective
In th is  chapter, a framework is constructed to explain the 
transformation of an abused child into a v io lent adolescent. I t  
is proposed that children are socialized towards violence in th e i r  
home environments. Support for  th is  position is provided by 
combining developmental theory with social learning theory. The 
former teaches us the requirements for normative so c ia l iza t io n ,  
and the l a t t e r  describes the processes of socia l izat ion into  
delinquency.
Nett le r  (1982), in discussing environments which produce 
crime, asserts that we are not taught behavior so much as we are 
trained into behavior patterns. Teaching is the cognitive aspect 
of learning, while t ra in ing  is essent ia l ly  accomplished by manipu­
lat ions of which the tra inee is not aware (and which may be 
unintentional on the part of the t r a i n e r ) .  This approach is 
useful for  understanding the learning of deviance in the family  
sett ing ,  where teaching of violence is uncommon but t ra in ing  into  
vio lent behavior patterns is not.
What does the developmental l i t e r a t u r e  t e l l  us about adequate 
socia l izat ion? I ts  basic requirements, summarized by Lazar 
(1980), are as follows:
1. The presence of an adult who cares, expresses a f fec ­
t io n ,  and promotes the ch i ld 's  increasing indepen­
dence. (Developing trus t  and autonomy)
2. Consistency and continuity in the above through the 
early  years.
3. Presentation of the rules of l i f e  in family and 
society at a rate suited to the ch i ld 's  a b i l i t y  to 
learn.  (Discriminations favorable to law)
4. Praise and respect for  the ch i ld 's  accomplishments. 
(Posit ive reinforcement)
5. Provision of clear models of desired behavior.
(Modeli ng)
6. Provision of the same socia l izat ion  lessons by out­
side in s t i tu t io n s ,  notably the school. (Reinforce­
ment)
Treatments which c o n f l ic t  with these requirements can be assumed
to result  in negative soc ia l iza t ion;  thus, to deviance.
A concise statement of the consequences of abuse is offered
by Steele (1980):
While early  neglect and abuse is only one of the fac­
tors involved in the development of l a t e r  delinquency, 
i t  is possibly the e a r l ie s t  and most important matrix,  
providing a f e r t i l e  ground in which a l l  the other 
deleterious influences may take root and flourish  
(p. 99).
Some of the specif ic  consequences of inadequate socia l izat ion  
are discussed in a la te r  section, following an analysis of social 
learning theory.
The Theory of D i f fe re n t ia l  Association
The general learning approach to criminal behavior was f i r s t  
suggested by Edwin Sutherland (1947). His d i f fe re n t ia l  associa­
t ion theory marked a radical departure from the view popular at 
that time that most crime, pa r t icu la r ly  v io lent and seemingly 
i r ra t io n a l  crime, was caused by e i ther  mental i l lness  or character 
d e f i c i t .  The d i f fe r e n t ia l  association principal holds that  a 
person commits crime when his de f in i t io n  of the law as something
to v io la te  is stronger than his de f in i t ion  of the law as something 
to be obeyed. These "def in it ions" are a t t i tu d e s ,  and are 
learned in in teract ion with others, p a r t icu la r ly  in primary 
groups. D i f fe re n t ia l  exposure to de f in i t io n s ,  in frequency, 
p r i o r i t y ,  in ten s i ty  and duration, determines the probab i l i ty  that  
a person w i l l  commit a crime. This theory suggests that youth who 
have been exposed from th e i r  early  years to constant and intense 
violence in t h e i r  homes are at high r isk of committing crimes of 
violence, as a consequence of learning pro-violent a t t i tu des .
D i f fe re n t ia l  Association-Reinforcement Theory
Burgess and Akers (1966) modified Sutherland's theory,  incor­
porating the pr inc ip le  of operant conditioning'*', and enlarged i t s  
scope to include the ef fects  of ind irect  learning and to encompass 
a l l  forms of deviance. The expanded and revised theory is now
general ly known as the social learning theory of deviance, and
consists of the following statements:
1. Deviant behavior is learned according to the 
principles of operant conditioning.
2. Deviant behavior is learned both in non-social 
situations that are reinforcing or discrimina­
t ing  and through that social in teract ion in
which the behavior of other persons is re in fo r ­
cing or discriminating for  such behavior.
Operant conditioning is a continual feedback process in which a 
behavior is shaped and maintained by i t s  consequences. Rein- 
cers may be po s i t ive ,  as in receiving a reward, or negative, as 
in the removal of unpleasant s t im u l i .  Punishers, which are in ten­
ded to weaken undesired behaviors, may be posit ive ,  as in 
receiving blows or other aversive s t im u l i ,  or negative, as in 
being deprived of rewards or pr iv i leges (Akers, 1985: p . 44-45).
3. The principal part of the learning of deviant 
behavior occurs in those groups which comprise 
or control the ind iv idua l 's  major source of 
reinforcement.
4. The learning of deviant behavior, including 
specif ic  techniques, a t t i tu d es ,  and avoidance 
procedures, is a function of the e f fe c t iv e  and 
available  reinforcers and the exist ing re in ­
forcement contingencies.
5. The specif ic  class of learned behavior and i t s
frequency of occurrence are a function of the
e f fec t iv e  and available  reinforcers and the 
deviant or nondeviant direction of the norms, 
rules,  and def in i t ions which in the past have 
accompanied the reinforcement.
6. The probab i l i ty  that a person w i l l  commit
deviant behavior is increased in the presence 
of normative statements, de f in i t ions  and ver­
balizat ions which, in the process of d i f f e r ­
ent ia l  reinforcement of such behavior over 
conforming behavior, have acquired discrimina­
t iv e  value.
7. The strength of the deviant behavior is a
d irec t  function of the amount, frequency, and 
probabi l i ty  of i t s  reinforcement. The modali­
t ie s  of association with deviant patterns of 
behavior are important insofar as they af fec t  
the source, amount and scheduling of re in ­
forcement. (Akers, 1985: p. 41)
This theory suggests that the probabi l i ty  that a delinquent 
w i l l  commit a second offense depends in part on what happens to 
him (or someone who serves as a model to him) following the f i r s t  
offense. Negative reinforcement principles enable us to  predict  
that when the offending behavior e i ther  goes undetected or e l i c i t s  
no negative reaction within the family or social c i r c l e ,  i t  is 
more l i k e l y  to be repeated than i f  i t  results in unpleasant conse­
quences. Positive reinforcement principles lead to the assumption 
that offenders who reap rewards, e i ther  in money, sa t is fac t ion ,  or
expressed approval, w i l l  be more incl ined to commit s im ilar
i l l e g a l  actions in the future than those whose experiments with 
crime bring .open disapproval from persons whose opinions they 
value.
A Social Learning Theory of Aggression
Bandura (1979), whose e a r l i e r  work para l le led that  of Burgess 
and Akers, developed a social learning theory which refers spe- 
c i f i c a l l y  to the process by which aggression is learned and 
activated.  While i t  is more psychological than criminological in 
or ien ta t ion ,  Bandura's conceptualization is useful here because 
aggression is the common element of physical abuse and delinquent 
violence.
To the concepts of modeling and reinforcement, Bandura adds 
ins t ig a t io n ,  which refers to an aversive stimulus acting as an 
incentive to violence. Instigators may be threatening agents 
(such as a physical assault or in s u l t ,  losses, or f rus tra t io ns)  or 
dis inh ib i t ing  agents (mob hysteria ,  influence of a drug, moral 
urgency). The theory distinguishes between the acquisit ion of 
s k i l l s  and knowledge of destructive behavior and the motivational 
factors that determine whether people w i l l  use th is  knowledge. 
Through observational learning and reinforcement, children acquire 
repetoires of aggressive behavior which they may not use because
Aggression is generally defined as "behavior that results in 
personal in jury  or physical destruction (Bandura, 1979)."
of fear of negative sanctions, but may reta in and put into prac­
t ic e  much lat.er , in the presence of an in s t iga to r .
Bandura's discussion of the consequences of physical punish­
ment is especia lly relevant to the present study. Goal-seeking 
aggression w i l l  be discarded when the r isk of punishment is high, 
unless no other means of achieving the goal is available  to the 
c h i ld .  In th is  case, punishment must be applied with considerable 
force and consistency to deter the ch i ld ,  and may eventually evoke 
even more punitive counterattacks, resulting in an escalation of  
violence on the part of both aggressor and punisher that cannot 
be s a t is f a c t o r i ly  resolved. At the same time, the chi ld is 
receiving a strong lesson in the effectiveness of physical force 
as a control technique, even though he is for  the moment the 
loser.
Eron, Walder and Lefkowitz (1981) confirmed experimentally 
that increased punishment is generally associated with increased 
aggression rather than with the suppression of aggressive 
behavior. However, when they controlled for  id e n t i f ic a t io n ,  they 
discovered that the undesired behavior tends to decrease with in ­
creased punishment i f  the child is highly iden t i f ied  with the 
punisher, and i f  the punisher is one who is ty p ic a l ly  non-aggres- 
sive in his or her treatment of the ch i ld .  I f  (as in most cases) 
the child is not highly id e n t i f i e d ,  the physical punishment then 
serves as an ins t ig a to r  to aggression, but the result ing aggressive 
behavior is l i k e l y  to be displaced onto a less-threatening victim.
'24
Both Bandura's and Eron's in terpretat ions are consistent with 
the d i f f e r e n t ia l  association pr inc ip le :  the child w i l l  disobey
the law (defy the punishing parent) under conditions in which 
there are more de f in i t ions  favorable to using or continuing his 
aggression than de f in i t ions  which favor a l te rna t ive  behaviors.
Id en t i f ica t ion  with the Aggressor
In th e i r  version of learning theory, Garbarino and Gil l iam
. -no *1
(1980) re fer  to the processes of modeling, imitat ion and
id e n t i f ic a t io n  as the natural avenues for  social development. 
Their concept of id e n t i f ic a t io n  goes a step beyond that used by 
Eron and his associates to account for  d i f fe re n t ia l  responses 
to punishment. Garbarino and Gil l iam maintain that children learn 
to become the people they belong to ,  and in abusive homes they 
learn not only to imitate th e i r  parents' social incompetence, but 
to incorporate t h e i r  h o s t i l i t y .  The ch i ld 's  self-concept is
largely formed by his day-to-day experience of r e a l i ty  in the
family ,  according to the authors, and "they w i l l  absorb whatever 
re a l i t y  is defined for them, even i f  i t  is a warped and vio lent  
one" (p. 171). In a s im ilar  vein, Steele (1982) concludes:
"Deprivation in the e a r l i e s t  months plus id en t i f ic a t io n  with un- 
empathetic caretakers contributes to la te r  delinquent 
behavior" (p. 97).
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The Parent's Role in Child Development
The psychological component of id e n t i f ic a t io n  serves as an
introduction to a discussion of the overal l negative impact of 
abusing parents on the ch i ld 's  emotional development. Dr. Arthur 
Green, a psychiatr ist  who t rea ts  abused children and th e i r  fami­
l i e s ,  has defined abuse as a "pathological relat ionship between 
child  and family" (Green, 1981; p. 153). Like many experts in his 
f i e l d ,  Green measures abuse by i t s  developmental and emotional
consequences for the ch i ld .  Punitive and assaultive ch i Id -rear ing  
styles are emotionally damaging because they convey h o s t i l i t y  and 
re jec t ion .
According to Raymond (1981),  i t  has been determined that  
abusing parents share more psychological than sociological 
charac te r is t ics . They tend to be immature, dependent, s e l f -
centered and impulsive, and these t r a i t s  are often passed on to  
th e i r  chi ldren, along with mixed messages of h o s t i l i t y  and love.  
While these t r a i t s  are being implanted, another essential process 
is  f a i 1ing to take place in an abusive home: the developmental
tasks that must be accomplished in order for a child to become 
socia l ly  competent (or non-delinquent) are being impeded.
In the early  stages, the t r a i t s  of t r u s t ,  autonomy, and 
se lf -contro l  must begin to develop. Children who are punished for  
crying or expressing anger and se lf -assert ion  during infancy and 
toddlerhood are being denied the foundations of t r u s t ,  s e l f -  
control ,  and self -confidence. During pre-adolescence, the develop­
ment of moral judgement, conscience, se l f -eva lua t ion ,  and coopera­
t ion should take place. Children who are abused at th is  time are 
apt to develop poor self-concepts, and f a i l  to in te rna l ize  moral 
values s u f f ic ie n t ly  to t ransfer  them to situations in which they 
must make independent judgements. I f  abuse continues into adoles­
cence, these deficiencies continue to hold the child back socia l ly  
and prevent his maturing with a healthy a t t i tude  towards 
authori ty ,  the a b i l i t y  to delay g ra t i f ic a t io n ,  or empathy with the 
needs of others (Raymond, 1981).
Many c l in ic a l  studies have confirmed the interference of  
early abuse with accomplishment of developmental tasks. In a 
review of the empirical research on the psychological consequences 
of child abuse, Kinard (1979) reported the following commonalities 
among victims: low self-esteem, negative s e l f  concept, aggressive
behavior, impaired capacity to t r u s t ,  and d i f f i c u l t i e s  in i n t e r ­
personal re lat ionships.  These echo Raymond's theoret ical  predic­
t ions .  Drawing from th e i r  f i rs t -hand knowledge of the troubled 
adolescents they worked with at Boys Town Center, Garbarino and 
Gil liam (1980) id e n t i f ie d  low self-esteem, anxiety, lack of 
empathy, and poor social relationships as both common consequences 
of abuse and common predictors of delinquency. Developmental 
theory points to the natural human str iv ing  for cognitive con­
sistency as the basis for  negative self-concepts. This can lead 
abused children to ra t io na l ize  th e i r  negative treatment by down­
grading themselves. For example, a victim reports:
My mom,see, she h i t  me with fu rn i ture  and my dad has 
beaten me with his b e l t ,  h i t  me with his f i s t  and
everything e l s e . . . .  I took i t  for f ive  years. I
don't blame them for doing i t  because I deserved
every b i t  of i t . "  (p. 173)
Containment Theory
Among theories of social control invoked by criminologists to 
account for  delinquency, one that is pert inent to the discussion 
of developmental factors is containment theory (Reckless, 1961). 
This theory posits that lawbreaking is prevented by a combination 
of inner and outer pressures acting on the ind iv idua l .  The 
de f in i t io n  of "inner controls" reveals a s t r ik ing  resemblance to 
the developmental task l i s t :  posit ive self -concept,  goal-
directedness, and a b i l i t y  to to le ra te  f ru s tra t io n .  While th is  is 
not a learning theory, the necessity is affirmed for posit ive  
input from persons in a position to help the child learn to 
"contain" himself . A tes t  of inner containment in delinquents 
(Jensen, 1973) demonstrated a s ig n i f ican t  negative relat ionship  
between inner containment measures and amounts of delinquency. In 
short, the development of an inadequate personali ty- one that  
lacks inner controls based on emotional health -  contributes to 
the process of becoming delinquent. Youth in serious trouble are 
l i k e l y  to be youth who have been hurt .
Social ization into Juvenile Violence: A Summary
A synthesis of social learning theory with developmental
process theory provides a framework for  l inking abuse with de l in ­
quency in the context of aggression. This model, which is depic­
ted in Figure 1, asserts that abusive parents tend to hand down 
th e i r  vio lent tendencies in two ways: by f a i l in y  to provide
adequate nurturing environments for sound emotional growth, and by 
providing and reinforcing examples of physical force, th reats ,  and 
general aggression for t h e i r  offspring to im i ta te .
Abuse Experience
Attitudes which
-------- ---------
Techniques and
-------
Motives for
-----------
Negative
favor aggression skills of force aggression self-image
Adolescent1s use 
of unacceptable 
aggression.
/ I^ck of
/ impulse
control
Lack of 
empathy
Figure 1: The process leading from physical abuse
to juvenile  violence.
Social ization toward aggression is a dichotomy of t ra in ing  and 
developmental experiences with unintended but predictable results .  
I t  consists both of things done t £  the c h i ld ,  which inst igate  him 
to aggress, and things withheld from the ch i ld .  The l a t t e r  are 
the basic building blocks of t r u s t ,  , se lf -confidence, self-esteem,
and empathy. Without these character t r a i t s  to control himself  
or herself  when confronted by the inevitab le  experiences of  
inst igat ion  and f rus tra t ion  encountered in l i v in g ,  the abused 
adolescent has l i t t l e  choice but to respond to co n f l ic t  with the 
vio lent tac t ics  with which he is fa m i l ia r *
In the present empirical study, the intermediate steps of the 
above model are merely assumed to be present. Exploration 
of the abuse delinquency linkage is confined to the operational­
iz ing of the "input" and "output" concepts: Abuse experience and
unacceptable aggression.
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makeup to the county population i t  represents. The sample's
racia l composition is 36 percent black, 58 percent white and 6
/
percent other ,  with seventy^two percent beinq male and 28 percent 
female. For 1984, Corresponding Douglas County juveni le  offender  
s t a t is t ic s  were 36 percent black, 58 percent white, and 5 percent 
other; 70 percent male, and 30 percent female.^ A comparison of 
offense d is tr ibut ions may be found in Table 1. These figures  
suggest that the sample is composed of a typical cross-section of 
the population under study.
Table 1
Distr ibution of Offenses Resulting in Adjudication, for  
Study Sample Members and County Juvenile Offender Population
.O'
Sample, '85 (%)
Total Offender 
Group, '84 (%)
An inspection of the two sets of offense rates confirms the sam­
ple 's  adequacy in representing the delinquency patterns of the 
population under study. The discrepancy in alcohol and drug use 
figures is due to th e i r  being o f f i c i a l l y  c la s s i f ie d ,  in some 
cases, as ungovernability.
^S ta t is t ics  were obtained from data supplied by the Nebraska 
Commission on Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice.
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S ta t is t ic a l  Analysis
The data were analyzed using the cross-tabular method. This 
choice was based on the nature of the research question. The 
hypotheses predict that the abused group w i l l  d i f f e r  from the non­
abused group in amounts of personal violence, expressive property 
offenses, and to ta l  delinquency; therefore,  a categorical compari­
son is indicated. Further, because the data are ordinal rather  
than in te r v a l ,  the chi-square test  of independence is best suited 
for  testing signif icance.
Two-way, s ix -c e l l  tables were constructed to compare the 
percentages of members of the two categories of abuse ( abused and
non-abused) that f e l l  into the low, medium, and high c la s s i f ic a ­
tions of delinquency involvement.
The null hypotheses tested were:
Hq1: Among juveni le  offenders, there is no difference in
degree of involvement in personal violence between abused and non­
abused offenders. (^ ^ = 0 .0 0 ;  £<.05)
Among juvenile  offenders, there is no difference in
degree of involvement in expressive property offenses between 
abused and non-abused offenders. (X^=0.00,  £<.05)
Among juvenile  offenders, there is no difference in
degree of involvement in instrumental property offenses between 
abused and non-abused offenders. ( X  =0.00; £<-.05)
Hq^: Among juveni le  offenders, there is no difference in
degree of involvement in victimless offenses between abused and
i Q
non-abused of fender^ .  ( X  =0.00; p<.05)
Hg^: Among juveni le  offenders, there is no difference in
degree of to ta l  involvement in delinquency between abused and non- 
abused offenders. ( X ^ =0«00; p<.05)
More information about the relationships suggested by results  
of the b ivar ia te  analysis was obtained by m ult ivar ia te  analyses 
using the f iv e  control variables (age, sex, race, family struc­
tu re ,  and employment status) .  Five pairs of p a r t ia l  tables were 
constructed to assess the primary group comparisons in the 
presence of each control variable .
Results of both b ivar ia te  and mult ivar iate  analyses are pre­
sented in the next chapter, and the findings in terpreted.
Hq^: Among juven i le  offenders, there is no difference in
degree of involvement in victim!ess offenses between abused and 
non-abused offenders. ( X  =0.00; p<.05)
Hq :^ Among juveni le  offenders, there is no difference in
degree of to ta l  involvement in delinquency between abused and non- 
abused offenders. ( X  =0.00; p<.05)
More information about the relationships suggested by results  
of the b ivar ia te  analysis was obtained by m ult ivar ia te  analyses 
using the f iv e  control variables (age, sex, race, family struc­
tu re ,  and employment s ta tus) .  Five pairs of part ia l  tables were 
constructed to assess the primary group comparisons in the 
presence of each control var iable .
Results of both b ivar ia te  and mult ivar ia te  analyses are pre­
sented in the next chapter, and the findings interpreted.
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CHAPTER 4 
Analysis and Findings
Data analysis consists of three parts: a univar ia te  descrip­
tion of the study sample, presentation of the b ivar ia te  r e la t io n ­
ships between the independent variable  and each of the dependent 
variables,  and an examination of each b ivar ia te  re lat ionship  in a 
m ult ivar ia te  context.
Univariate Analysis
The data indicate  that 34 percent (N=41) of the sample of 
delinquents (N=120) are between 12 and 14 years of age and 66 
percent (N=99) between ages 15 and 18. The sample is 58 percent 
(N=70) white, 36 percent (N=43) black, and 6 percent (N=7) other  
races. Seventy-two percent (N=86) are male and 27 1/2 percent 
(N=33) female.*  S ix ty - f iv e  percent (N=78) come from broken homes, 
and 35 percent (N=42) are from in tact  homes. In 77 percent (N=92) 
of the cases, at least one parent is a high school graduate*.  
Forty-four percent (N=53) of the subjects are supported by parents 
who work at unskil led or middle-range technical jobs, 35 percent 
(N=42) by parents in the professions or managerial or high-level  
technical posit ions, and 19 percent (N=23) by parents who are 
presently unemployed*.
* Contains missing or "unknown" responses.
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From the survey responses, i t  is possible to create a p r o f i le  
of a "typical"  youth who is under court supervision in the Omaha 
metropolitan area in 1985. This person is a 15-year-old white 
male from a broken home, l iv ing  with his natural mother, e i ther  
alone or with her boyfriend or current husband. At least one of 
his parents completed high school, and the family 's  income is 
derived from the mother's earninas in a c le r ic a l  or childcare job 
combined with in te rm it ten t  support from the man of the house or 
from child support payments.
The typical  delinquent in the sample has a cumulative abuse 
score of 6.9 out of a possible 45. He has experienced beatings 
with a belt  or extension cord more than tw ice ,  has been beaten 
with a hard object at  least twice, and on at least once occasion 
has been kicked, h i t  with f i s t s ,  or received blows from objects 
thrown at him. Table 2 presents a complete breakdown of the abuse 
experiences of the en t i re  sample.
On the delinquency scale, the typical delinquent admits to 
frequent involvement in truancy, alcohol and marijuana use, shop­
l i f t i n g ,  and assault (beating someone up). He frequently carr ies  
a concealed weapon (" fo r  protect ion") ,  is prone to gang f ight ing  
and vandalism, and has stolen money on at least one occasion. His 
personal violence subscale score to ta ls  4.6 out of a possible 24,
and he is un l ike ly  to have committed violence in i t s  extreme 
forms: rape, robbery, aggravated assault , or homicide. Table 3
shows the d is tr ibu t ion  of a l l  delinquency items for the en t i re  
sample.
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T a b le  2
Number of Subjects Reporting Episodes of Abuse 
by Frequency of Experience ( N=T20)
Experience
Happened at 
least oncea
Happened 
very often*3
Belt , extension cord 89 74%) 9 (7.5%)
Fists on face/head 65 54%) 9 (7.5%)
Hard object 62 52%) 6 (5%)
Kicked 60 50%) 1
Things thrown at 57 48%) 2
Shaken v io len t ly 53 44%) 6 (5%)
Caused to bleed 46 38%) 3
Bruised 45 38%) 3
Threatened with 
knife or gun
34 28%) 0
Choked or strangled 26 22%) 1
Medical attention 21 18%) 3
Burned 20 17%) 0
Attacked w/weapon 18 15%) 0
Forcibly raped 16 13%) 1
Tied up 14 12%) 1
NOTE. Percentages lower than 5% are not calculated.  
aIncludes any non-zero response 
in c lu d es  responses of "3"
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T ab le  3
Number of Subjects Reporting Episodes of Delinquency 
by Frequency of Involvement
Offense____________________________
Alcohol use
Truancy
Marijuana use
Shop!i f ting
Running away
Minor assault (beat up)
Mischief (rocks* BBs)
Property damage 
Gang f ight ing  
Concealed weapon 
Sale of stolen goods 
Stealing, fa m i ly / f r ie n d  
Drugs other than pot 
Stealing, strangers 
Sel1ing drugs
W i l l fu l  destruction of property
Assault, property, parent/teacher
Aggravated assault
Vandal ism
Robbery by force
Motor vehicle th e f t
Theft of drugs
Arson
Robbery w/weapon 
Forcible rape
Committed at Committed
Least Once_____________ quite often
107 (89%) 37 (31%)
98 (82%) 29 (24%)
97 (81%) 42 (35%)
97 (81%) 12 (10%)
80 (67%) 14 (12%)
77 (64%) 16 (38%)
72 (60%) 6 (5%)
71 (59%) 7 (6%)
70 (58%) 10 (8%)
69 (57%) 22 (18%)
60 (50%) 6 (5%)
56 (47%) 3
46 (38%) 12 (10%)
46 (38%) 3
.45 (37%) 8 (19%)
42 (35%) 2
38 (32%) 4
37 (31%) 4
28 (23%) 1
26 (22%) 2
27 (22%) 1
25 (21%) 1
16 (13%) 0
13 (11%) 1
9 (7.5%) 2
NOTE. See footnotes for  Table 2
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Bivaria te  Analysis
In order to tes t  the f ive  hypotheses of th is  study, f ive  
tables were constructed cross-tabulating the physical abuse cate­
gories (abused v. non-abused) with offenders' involvement in ,  
respectively,  v io lent  personal offenses (Hq-^), expressive property 
offenses (Hq2 )> instrumental property offenses (Hq^)> victimless  
offenses (Hq^), and to ta l  delinquency (Hq^). For purposes of 
analysis , the offense scores were grouped into three categories,  
(low, medium and high),  following the procedures outl ined in the 
previous chapter. jThis c la ss i f ica t io n  scheme yielded t h e ' f o l 1 owing 
categories of delinquency involvement: for personal violence, Low
= scores between zero and 2, Medi urn = scores between 3 and 6, High 
= scores of 7 and above. For expressive property offenses, Low = 
scores of zero and one, Medium = scores of 2 and 3, Hi gh = scores
of 4 and above. For instrumental property offenses, Low = scores
of zero through 2, Medi urn = scores of 3 through 5, Hi gh = scores
of 6 and above. For victimless offenses, Low = scores of zero
through 5, Medi urn = scores of 6 through 9, Hi gh = scores of 10 and 
above. Low to ta l  delinquency scores range from zero through 12, 
Medi urn from 13 through 22, and Hi gh scores begin at 23.
Results of the b ivar ia te  analysis are presented in tables 4 
thru 8.
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Tab le  4
Involvement in  Personal Violence Offenses by Abuse Category
Degree of  
Involvement
Non- 
Abused (%)
Abused
(%) Total
Low 61.5 23.5 N=47
Medi um 23.1 44.1 N=41
High 15.4 32.4 N=32
Totals N=52 N=68 N-120
X 2=16.4 (df=2, £<.001)
Note. Cell frequencies are expressed as percentages 
t o t a l s ,  for a l l  tables in th is  chapter
of column
Table 5
Involvement in Expressive Property Offenses by Abuse Category
Degree of 
Involvement
Non- 
Abused (%)
Abused
(%) Total
Low 55.8 27.9 N=48
Medi um 21.2 53.8 N=34
High 23.0 38.2 N=35
Totals N=52 N=68 N=120
X 2=9.5 (df=2, £<• 01)
Table 5
Involvement in Instrumental Property Offenses by Abuse Category
Degree of 
Involvement
Non- 
Abused (%)
Abused
(%) Total
Low 53.8 29.4 N=47
Medi um 21.2 33.8 N=35
High 25.0 36*8 N=38
to ta ls N=52 N-6$ N=l20
X 2=8.2 (df=2, £<.05)
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Tab le  7
Involvement
1 U U  1 c t
in Victimless Offenses by Abuse Category
Degree of Non- Abused
Involvement Abused (%) (%) Total
Low 51.9 26.5 N=45
Medi um 32.7 41.2 N=45
High 15.4 32.3 N=30
Totals N=52 N=68 N=120
X 2=9.1 (df=2, £< .01)
Table 8
Total Delinquency Involvement by Abuse Category
Degree of Non- Abused
Involvement Abused (%) (%) Total
Low 50.0 23.5 N=42
Medi um 32.7 35.3 N=41
High 17.3 41.2 N=37
Totals N=52 N=68 N=120
X 2=13.3 (d f=2, £<.005)
Table 4 shows that non-abused subjects were almost three 
times more l i k e ly  than abused subjects to report l i t t l e  or no 
involvement in personal violence. Abused subjects also reported 
moderate amount of involvement twice as frequently as did non- 
abused, and high involvement almost twice as often.  The chi-square 
value of 16.4 (df=2, £<.005) indicates that null hypothesis 
can be re jected.  The data support the main research hypothesis: 
Among juven i le  offenders, those with h is tor ies  of physical abuse
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w i l l  report higher degrees of involvement in offenses of personal 
violence than w i l l  those without abuse h is to r ies .
Table 5 represents the relat ionship between abuse and expres­
sive property offenses. S l igh t ly  over ha l f  of both groups repor­
ted l i t t l e  or no involvement. However, the abused group reported
medium or high involvement s ig n i f ic a n t ly  more often than the non-
abused. The chi-square value of 9.5 (df=2, £< .01)  provides
evidence that null hypothesis Hq£ can be rejected. The research
hypothesis, s tat ing that juveni le  offenders with his tor ies  of 
physical abuse w i l l  report higher degrees of involvement in 
expressive property offenses than w i l l  those without abuse 
h is to r ie s ,  is  supported.
Table 6 indicates that the abused group commits instrumental 
property offenses more frequently than the non-abused group. That 
i s ,  there is a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ign i f ican t  difference between abused 
and non-abused offenders with regard to involvement in instrumen­
ta l  property crime. A chi-square value of 8.2 (df=2, £< .05)
allows re ject ion  of the null hypothesis, Hq^. These data do not 
support the correspond!'ng research hypothesis, which predicts that  
among juven i le  offenders, those with histories of physical abuse 
w i l l  not d i f f e r  from those without abuse histories in reported 
degree of involvement in instrumental property offenses.
From Table 7, i t  is  apparent that more than twice as high a 
percentage of abused as non-abused subjects have engaged in large
amounts of victimless i l l e g a l  a c t i v i t y ,  and that non-abused sub­
jects  are twice as l i k e l y  as abused subjects to report l i t t l e  or 
no involvement. The chi-square value of 9.1 (df=2, £< .01)  means 
that  null hypothesis Hg  ^ must be rejected.  There is no support 
for  the research hypothesis, which predicted that juven i le  o f fen­
ders with h is tor ies  of physical abuse would not d i f f e r  from those 
without abuse h istor ies  in reported degree of victimless offense 
involvement.
F in a l ly ,  data in Table 8 suggest that null hypothesis HQ5 can 
be re jected .  The abused group's reported overall involvement in 
i l l e g a l  a c t i v i t y  is s ig n i f ic a n t ly  higher than the non-abused 
group's, with the abused group reporting almost three times the 
part ic ipat ion  of the non-abused group. The chi-square value of 
11.3 (df=2, £>.005) indicates that  the f i f t h  research hypothesis -  
predicting t h a t ,  among juven i le  offenders, those with h is tor ies  of 
physical abuse w i l l  report higher degrees of to ta l  involvement in 
delinquency than w i l l  those without abuse histor ies -  is confirmed 
for the sample studied.
By way of summary, the crosstabular analyses show s ign i f ican t  
differences between the two abuse categories in the d is tr ibu t ion  
of scores from responses to a l l  four subsets of delinquency ques­
tions comprising the delinquency scale. This is not e n t i re ly  as 
predicted by the research hypotheses. However, a comparison of 
the f iv e  chi-square values suggests that  the dependencies are less 
strong between abuse and both instrumental property and victimless
offenses than those between abuse and the three variables that  
were predicted to be associated with i t .
Control variables.
Prior to t h e i r  employment in a m ult ivar ia te  context,  the f iv e  
control variables were examined for t h e i r  e f fec ts  on delinquency 
rates without regard to the existence of abuse. Table 9 presents 
a comparison of frequencies of involvement in s ig n i f ica n t  amounts 
of the f ive  dimensions of delinquency by contro l -var iab le  cate­
gory. Frequency figures are based on the number of subjects 
reporting delinquency scores which would place them in the medi um 
or hi gh c la ss i f ica t ions  for  the offense.
Table 9
Percentage of Offenders Reporting Significant Amounts of Delinquency 
___________________ by Age, Race, Sex, Family Structure and SES___________
Offense Control-variable Category
<15,015 u M /  B M / F Br / In Low
Personal Violence 61 61 66 50 63 55 63 57 ~57 67
Expressive Property 50 66 69 45 66 42 58 64 54 69
Instrumnt'l Property 44 70 71 44 68 42 53 69 54 74
Victimless 54 66 74 40 59 70 60 67 58 69
Overall Delinquency 54 71 76 48 i 68 58 64 67 58 76
These data suggest that there is a higher degree of involvement by 
older youth, whites, males, offenders from in tac t  homes, and 
offenders in the higher socioeconomic bracket. Only in the case 
of family structure does the percentage difference consistently  
amount to less than ten percent. While no signif icance tests  have
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been applied to these re la t ionships,  they can be informally used 
to surmise that some of the dependency found between abuse and 
delinquency may be a t t r ib u ta b le  to structural e f fec ts .  
Part icu la r ly  in the case of property crime, there are large per­
centage differences across a l l  control variables.  Age and race 
appear to make a large difference in victimless offense rates.  In 
m ult ivar ia te  analysis, the extent to which the abuse-de!inquency 
dependencies remain va l id  when structural variables are held 
constant can be estimated.
M u lt ivar ia te  Analysis
In th is  part of the analysis,  the focus is on re-examination 
of the b ivar ia te  associations under control led conditions. The 
control variables employed are age, race, sex, family structure ,  
and family socioeconomic status. The purpose of th is  analysis is  
to determine whether the demonstrated dependence between physical 
abuse and any of the delinquency variables is due to th e i r  common 
association with one of the above-mentioned factors.
Age.
Tables 10 through 14 present a breakdown of the b ivar ia te  
tables into two age groups: younger, containing subjects between
ages 12 and 14, and o ld e r , containing those between the ages of 15 
and 18.
Tab le  10
In v o lv e m e n t  i n  Persona l  V io le n c e  O f fenses  by Abuse
C a te g o ry  f o r  Younger and O ld e r  Groups
Degree of Younger Older T
involvement Non-abused Abused n 
(7.) (7.)
Non-abused
(7»)
Abused
(7o).
n °t
a l
Low 47.6 30.0 16 67.8 20.8 31 47
Medium 42.9 30.0 15 6.4 50.0 26 41
High 9.5 40.0 10 25.8 29.2 22 32
Total ii=21 ti=20 41 n=31 n=48 79 120
X "  =5.11 (df=2 , p ) .05) X 2 =21-4 (df=2, p< .001)
Table 11
Involvement in Expressive Property Offenses by Abuse
Category for  Younger and Older Groups
—
Degree of Younger Older T
invo1vement Non-abused
m
Abused
(7o)
n Non-abused
(7.)
Abused
(7»)
n °t
a l
Low 66.7 35.0 21 48.4 25.0 27 48
Medium 19.0 20.0 8 22.6 39.6 26
34
7
High 14.3 45.0 12 29.0
35.4 26 38
Total ti=21 n=20 41 n=31
n=48 79 120^
2 £ 2=5.62 (df=2, p > .05) X  2 = 4.89 (df=2,p>.05)
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Table 12
I n v o lv e m e n t  i n  I n s t r u m e n t a l  P r o p e r t y  O f fenses  by Abuse
C a tego ry  f o r  Younger and O lde r  Groups
Degree of Younger ..... . Older
involvement Non-abused Abused 
(7.1 (7.)
n Non-abused Abused n 
(7.) (7.).
°t
a l
Low 76.2 35.0 23 38.7 25.0 24 47
. Medium 9.5 30.0 8 29.0 37.5 27 35
High 14.3 35.0 10 32.3 37.5 28 38
To tal n=21 n=20 41 n=31 n-48 79 120
. . . . X2 =7-b4'(df=2, p < .05) X 2 =1*8 (df=2 , p> .05)
Table 13
Involvement in Victimless Offenses by Abuse 
Category for Younger and Older Groups
Degree of Younger ..._.......Older T
involvement Non-abused
(7.)
Abu s ed 
(7.)
n Non-abused
(7.)
Abu s ed 
(7.)
n
o
t
a l
Low 52.4 40.0 19 51,6 20.8 26 -45
Med ium 33.3 25.0 12 32.3 47.9 33 45
High 14.3 35.0 10 16.1 31.3 20 30
To tal n= 21 n=20 41 n=31 n=48 79 120
. . . . X2"2-6 (df=2, p > .05) ' X 2=8-3 (df==2, p< . 05)
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Tab le  14
Total Involvement in Delinquency by Abuse Category 
for  Younger and Older Groups
Degree of Y m t n o e r —  0.1 H o y --------
3 i
involvement Non-abused
( % )
Abused n
(7.)
Non-abused Abuse 
(7.) (7.)
c n
Low 61.9 30.0 19 41.9 20.8 23 42
Medium 28.6 30.0 12 35.5 37.5 29 41
H i g h 9.5
ot
H
oo
22.6 41.7 27 37
Total n =21 11=20 41 n=31 n=48 79 120
. . X!=6-A( d f  = 2, p<.05) X > « 4 . 9 ( d f = 2 , p> .05)
Examination of the pa r t ia l  tables suggests that the introduction  
of age as a control variable changes the i n i t i a l  association 
betwen physical abuse and delinquency. Data in three out of f iv e  
pa rt ia l  tables (Tables 10, 11, and 13) show that th is  association
applies only to the older group of offenders. Personal violence,  
expressive property crime and victimless offenses are s i g n i f i ­
cantly dependent on abuse only for the older group. However, i t  
should be noted th a t ,  although the corresponding chi-square values 
for the younger group f a i l  to reach s ta t is t ic a l  s ignif icance,  an 
inspection of the percentage tables reveals that youngsters with 
an abuse history tend more frequently to report a high degree of 
involvement in these behaviors than th e i r  non-abused counterparts.  
Tables 12 and 14 indicate that physical abuse is s ig n i f ic a n t ly  
related to instrumental property crime and to ta l  delinquency for  
the younger offenders only. Although the chi-square values f a i l
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to  reach s t a t is t ic a l  signif icance for the older group, the per­
centage comparisons again suggest that abused children in both age 
groups tend to report more overall delinquency than do non-abused.
Race.
To control for race, the f ive  b ivar ia te  tables were sub­
divided into pa r t ia l  tables for two component groups: whites and
blacks. The "other" category was excluded at th is  point due to 
the small size of th is  group (N=6). Tables 15 through 19 present 
the results of th is  comparison.
Table 15
Involvement in Personal Violence Offenses by Abuse 
Category for  Whites and Blacks
Degree of 
involvement
Whi tes Blocks.._ T
° t
a l
Non-abused
(7.)
Abused
(7.)
n Non-abused
(7.)
Abused
(7.)
n
Low 51.5 18.9 24 76.5 29.6 21 - 45
Medium 24.2 40.5 - 23 17.6 51.9 17 40:
High 24.2 40.5 23 5.9 18.5 6 29
Total n=33 n=3 7 70 n=l 7 n=2 7 44 114
^ = 7 . 8  (df=2, p < .05) =9.7!(df=2, p=.01)
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Table 16
Involvement in Expressive Property Offenses by Abuse 
Category for  Whites and Blacks
Degree of Whites Blacks T
involvement Non-abused Abused
(7.)
n Non-abused
(7.)
Abused
(7.).
n °t
*1
Low 45.5 18.9 22 76.5 40.7 24 46
Medium 21.2 37.8 21 23.5 33.3 13 34
High 33.3 43.3 27 0.0 25.9 7 34
To tal n =33 n=37 70 ii=l 7 n=27 44 114
, x 2= 5-° (df=2, p= .05) ^  =6.13 (df =2, p<.05)
Table 17
Involvement in Instrumental Property Offenses 
Category for Whites and Blacks
by Abuse
Degree of . Whites Blacks T
involvement Non-abused
(7.)
Abused 
(7.) .
n Non-abused
(7.)
Abused
(7.)
n °t
*i
Low 42.4 16.2 20 76.5 44.4 25 45
Medium 24.2 37.8 22 17.6 37.0 13 35
High 33.3 45.9 28 5.9 18.5 6 34
To tal n=33 n=37 70 n=l 7 ii=2 7 44 120
^ * = 6 . 0 0  (df=2, p< .05) ^ 2 =3.12 (df=2, p>.05)
Tab le  18
In v o lv e m e n t  i n  V i c t i m l e s s  O f fenses  by Abuse
C a teg o ry  f o r  Whites and B lacks
Degree of 
involvement
Whites Blacks T
°t
-*I
Non-abused Abused n 
m  (7.) .
Non-abused Abused 
<7.) (7.)
n
Low 36.4 16.2 18 82.4 44.4 26 44
Med ium 42.4 35.1 27 17.6 48.1 16 43
High 21.2 48.6 25 0.0 7.4 2 27
To tal n=33 n=37 70 n=17 n=2 7 44 114
' ^  2 =6.7 (df=2, p< .05) X *  =6.6 (df=2, p<. 05)
Table 19
Total Involvement in Delinquency by Abuse 
Category fo r  Whites and Blacks
Degree of 
involvement
Whi tes Blacks T
o
t
a l
Non-abused
(%)
Abused
(7.)
n Non-abused
(7.)
Abused
(7.)
n
Low 30.3 18.9 17 88.2 29.6 23 40
Medium 45.5 29.7 26 11.8 48.1 15 41
High 24.2 51.4 27 0.0 2 2 . 2 6 33 •
To tal n=33 11=37 70 n=l 7 n_=2 7 44 114
^ a=5.02 (df=2t p> . 05) • ^ 2=13.0 (df=2, p<.005)
Examination of the p a r t ia l  tables suggests that  the introduc­
t ion of race as a control var iab le  does not appreciably change the 
i n i t i a l  association between abuse and delinquency. When race is 
held constant, the percentage di fferences between abused and non- 
abused offenders for  leve ls  of involvement in personal violence  
(Table 15),  expressive property crime (Table 16) ,  and vict imless  
offenses (Table 18) remain s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ic a n t .  Table 16 
suggests that the or ig ina l  re la t ionship  between abuse and in s t r u ­
mental property crime remains s ig n i f ic a n t  only for  whites, but the 
general trend of more p a r t ic ip a t io n  by the abused group is s t i l l  
supported for  blacks. In overall  delinquency, the reverse is 
true:  the chi-square value fo r  whites becomes non-s ign i f ican t .  I t  
should be noted, however, tha t  percentage comparison s t i l l  sug­
gests that abused whites report higher involvement than t h e i r  non- 
abused counterparts.
The p a r t ia l  tables fu r th e r  indicate that  black juven i les  are 
more l i k e ly  to report a low degree of involvement in a l l  forms of
3
delinquency than whites.
Evaluators of the s e l f - re p o r t  technique ( Hindelang 1981; E l l i o t t ,  
1983) have cautioned against comparing the delinquency rates of  
blacks with those of other groups in th is  way, due to v a l id i t y  
problems in se l f - re p o r t  studies involving blacks.
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Sex.
Tables 20 through 24 present the ef fects  of introducing  
controls for  sex on the abuse-delinquency re la t ionships.  No ch i-  
square tes t  of independence was carr ied out for  those p a r t ia l  
tables containing more than two expected ce l l  counts of less than 
5.
Table 20
Involvement in Personal Violence Offenses by Abuse 
Category fo r  Males and Females
Degree of Males
:
Females T
involvement Non-abused Abused 
(%>. (%>
n Non-abused . Abused n 
(7.) (7.)
°t
*1
Low 60.5 18.8 32 57.1 36.8 15 47
Medium 18.4 47.9 30 28.6 36.8 11 41
High 21.1 33.3 24 14.3 26.3 7 31
To tal jn=38 n=48 86 n=14 n=19 33 119
X 2 =16. 5 (df=2, p<. 001) X 2 = 1 -
4 (df=2, p > .05)
Table 21
Involvement in Expressive Property Offenses by Abuse 
Category fo r  Males and Females
Degree of 
involvement
Males Females T
°t
"*1Non-abused(7,)
Abused
(7.)
n Non-abused
(7.)
Abused
(7.)
n
Low 47.4 22.9 29 78.6 42.1 19 -•V ■>
48
Medium 26.3 33.3 26 7.1 36.8
8 34
High 26.3 43.8 31 14.3 21.1 6 37
Total n=38 n=48 86 n=lA'v n=19 33 119
X *  =6.0 (df=2 , p < . 05)
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T a b le  22
Involvement in Instrumental Property Offenses by Abuse 
Category for  Males and Females
Degree of Mai ps 1---------Eemal-P s T
o t
a l
involvemen t Non-abused 
(7.)
Abu s ed 
(7e)
n Non-abused
(7.)
A b u s e d 
(7.)
n
Low 47.4 20.8 28 71.4 47.4 19 47
Medium 28.9 35.4 28 0.0 36.8 7 35
High 23,7 43,8 30 28,6 15,8 7 37
To tal n=38 n=48 86 n=14 n=19 33 119
' “ “
\ 2= 1 . 1  (df=2, p==.05)
Table 23
Involvement in Victimless Offenses by Abuse 
Category for  Males and Females
Decree of Males Females -
°t
a i
invo1vemen t Non-abus ed 
(7J
Abu s ed 
(7.)
n Non-abused
(7.)
Abus ed 
(7.)
n
Low 55.3 29.2 35 42.9 21.1 10 45
Med ium 31.6 39.6 31 35.7 47.4 14 45
High 13.1 31.3 20 21.4 31,6 9 29
To ta L ii=38 ,ii=48 86 n=14 n=19 33 119
^ 2= 6 . 8  ( d f = 2 ,  P< .05>  = 1 . 0  ( d f =2 , p > . 0 5 )
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T ab le  24
T o ta l  In v o lv e m e n t  i n  D e l in q u e n c y  by Abuse
C a teg o ry  f o r  Males and Females
Degree of Males Females
t
a l
involvement Non-abused Abused
(7,) (7.)
n Non-abused
(7o)
Abused
(7o)
n
Low 44.7 22.9 28 64.3 26.3 14 42
Med ium 39.5 31.3 30 14.3 47.4 11 41
High 15.8 45.8 28 21.4 26.3 8 36
To tal n=38 n=48 86 _n=14 n=l 9 33 119
^ 2=9.4 (df=2 , p< . 01) X 2=5.6 (df = 2 ,p<.05)
The e f fe c t  of introducing sex as a control variable is d i f f i c u l t  
to assess because of the r e la t iv e ly  small number of g i r ls  in the 
sample. The or ig inal  re lat ionship between abuse and delinquency 
remains unaltered for  males, but becomes non-signif icant for f e ­
males (Tables 20, 23 and 24 ) .  Table 22 indicates th a t ,  for g i r l s ,  
the direction of the expected relat ionship is actual ly  reversed in 
the case of instrumental property offenses. Caution is advised in 
drawing conclusions about female offenders and physical abuse, due 
to the small contingent of g i r ls  studied. For th is  sample, the 
l inkage found between abuse and delinquency appears to be largely  
specif ic  to males.
Family Structure
Tables 25 through 29 present the results of breaking down the 
f iv e  b ivar ia te  tables into the two levels of family structure  
described in the previous chapter: broken and in t a c t .
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T a b le  25
Involvement in Personal Violence by Abuse Category 
fo r  Subjects from Broken and In tact Homes
Degree of Broken — Intact T
°t
a l
involvement Non-abused Abused 
(7„) (7.-)
n Non-abused Abused 
(7.) (7.)
n
Low 55.2 26.5 29 65.2 15.8 18 47
Medium 20.7 40.8 26 21.7 52.6 15 41
High 24.1 32.7 23 13.0 31.6 9 32 .
Total n=29 n=49 78 ti=23 n=l 9 42 120
X 2 =6 . 7 (df=2 , p< . 05) X 2 =io. 2 (df.2 , p < .005)
Table 26
Involvement in Expressive Property Offense by Abuse Category 
fo r  Subjects from Broken and Intact Homes
Degree of 
involvement
Broken Intact T
o
t
a l
Non-abused
(7.)
Abused
(7.)
n Non-abused
(7.)
Abused
(7.)
n
Low 62.1 30.6 33 47.8 21.1 15 48
Medium 13.8 24.5 16 30.4 57.9 18 34
High 24.1 44.9 29 21.7 21.0 9 38
To ta 1 n=29 n=49 78 n=23 n=l 9 42- 120
X? =7.3 (d f=2  ,p< .05)  X 2=4*0 (d f=2 ,p> .05)
67
T ab le  27
In v o lv e m e n t  i n  I n s t r u m e n t a l  P r o p e r t y  O f fenses  by Abuse C a teg o ry
f o r  S u b je c ts  f rom  Broken and I n t a c t  Homes
Degree of Broken Intact T
o
t
a i
involvement Non-abused
(%)
Abused
(%)
n Non-abused Abused n 
(7.) ( ” )
Low 58.6 30.6 32 47.8 21.1 15 47
Medium 13.8 32.7 20 30.4 42.1 15 35
High 27.6 36.7 26 21.7 36.8 12 38
To ta 1 n=29 n=49 78 n=23 n=l9 42 120
x - 6 -* ( df=2
,p < .05)
x 2 = 3 -4
(df= 2 ,p > .05)
Table 28
Involvement in Victim!ess Offenses by Abuse 
Category for  Subjects from Broken and In tact  Homes
Degree of Broken
, , _
Intact
T
°t
a l
involvement Non-abused
(7a)
Abused
(7.)
n Non-abused
a )
Abused
(7.)
n
Low 58-6 28.6 31 43.5 21.0 14 45
Medium 20.7 34.7 23 47.8 57.9 22 45
High 20.7 36 .7 24 8.7 21.1 6 30
To tai n=29 n=49 78 n=23 n=l 9 42 120
'X ,2 =6.9 (df=2 ,p< .05) X 2 = 2 *9 (df=2,p>.05)
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T ab le  29
Total 'Involvement in Delinquency by Abuse Category 
for  Subjects from Broken and Intact Homes
Degree of Broken Intact T
involvement Non-abused
(7.)
Abused 
(7.) .
n Non-abused Abused 
(7.) (7.)
n °t
a i
Low 51,7 26.5 28 47.8 15.8 14 42
Medium 27.6 32.7 24 39.1 42.1 17 41
High 20.7. 40.8 26 13.0 42.1 11 37
To tal n=29 n=49 78 n=23 n=19 42 120
X 2=5.6 (df=2 ,p>.05) X 2=6*5 (df=2, p<.05)
Table 25 shows that a greater difference between levels  of 
personal violence for  abused and non-abused subjects exists in  
in ta c t  homes than broken homes, but the chi-square value remains 
s ig n i f ic an t  for  both groups. This is the only dimension of d e l in ­
quency not a l tered by the introduction of family structure as a 
contro l .  Tables 26 through 28 suggest that involvement in both 
kinds of property offense and in victimless offenses is s i g n i f i ­
cantly associated with the level of abuse only when the offender  
comes from a broken home. tab le  29 indicates that  the to ta l  
amount of i l l e g a l  a c t i v i t y  varies s ig n i f ic a n t ly  with abuse only 
for  children from in tac t  homes. An analysis of the percentages in 
Tables 26 through 29, however, shows that  although ha l f  of the 
chi-square values f a i l  to reach s ign if icance ,  the abused group 
t y p ic a l ly  reports higher involvement in the d i f fe re n t  delinquent 
a c t iv i t i e s  than the non-abused group.
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SES.
Tables 30 through 34 depict the relat ionships between d e l in ­
quency and abuse when family socioeconomic status, as measured by 
parents' job ranking, is control led.  A low status includes un­
employed parents and those with b lue -co l la r  rank, and a high 
status includes parents in the professions, a r ts ,  and w h i te -co l la r  
technical or managerial work.
Table 30
Involvement in Personal Violence Offenses by Abuse 
Category for Low and High SES
Degree of 
involvement
Low
r
Hiah T
°t
a l
Non-abused Abused
(% ) (%) _
n Non-abused Abused
(7.) (7.) .
n
Low 60.0 29.3 33 62.5 15.4 14 47
Medium 28.6 48.8 30 6.3 34.6 10 40
High 11.4 22.0 13 31.2 50.0 18 31
Total n=3 5 n=41 76 n=l 6 n=2 6 42 118
^ 2= 7.3 (df=2 , p< . 05 ) X 2 = 1 0 . 1  (df= 2 ,p<.005)
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Tab le  31
Inv o lv e m e n t  i n  E x p re s s i v e  P r o p e r t y  O f fenses  by Abuse
C a tego ry  f o r  Low and High SES
Decree of
Low High
T
°t
a l
invo Lvement Non-abused
( %)
Abused
(7.)
n Non-abused Abused n 
(7.) (To)
Low 57.1 34.1 34 50.0 19.2 13 47
Medium 20.0 34.1 2 1 25. 0 30.8 12 33
High 22.9 31.7 21 25.0 50.0 17 38
To tal n=35 n=41 76 n=16 n=26 42 118
— - - -
X 2=4.1 (df=2,p > .05) P(2=4.5 (df=2,p > .05)
Table 32
Involvement in Instrumental Property Offenses by Abuse 
Category for Low and High SES
Degree of Low High T
invo1vemen t Non-abused Abused 
( X )  (7.)
n Non-abused
(7.)
Abu s ed 
(7.)
n ° t
a i
Low ; b 2 • 8 31 .7 35 31.3 2 3.1 11 ■ 46
Medium 14.3 39.0 21 37.5 30.8 14 35
High 22.9 29.3 20 31.3 46.2 17 37
To tal n=35 n=41 76 n=l 6 n=26 42 118
X 2=9-9 ( d f = 2 , p<.01) ^ 2=0.95 (df=2 , p> . 05)
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Tab le  33
In v o lv e m e n t  i n  V i c t i m l e s s  O f fenses  by Abuse
C a tego ry  f o r  Low and High SES
Degree of 
invo1vemen t
Low
: High
i
o
t
*1
Non-abus ed 
( X )
Abus ed 
(7.)
n Non-abus ed 
(7.)
Abu s ed
a y
n
Low 60.0 26.8 32 37.5 26.9 13 45
Medium 25.7 53.7 33 43.8 19.2 12 43
High 14.3 19.5 13 18.8 53.8 17 30
Total n=35 ^=41 76 n=l 6 n=2 6 42 118
X 2=8.9 ( df=2 , p< .05) ^ 2=5.0 (df=2,p>.05)
Table 34
Total Involvement in Delinquency by Abuse
Category for  Low anc High SES
Degree of Low High T
involvemen t Non-abused Abused n Non-abused Abused n 0 1
(%) (7c) (7.) (7 c ) a l
Low 62.9 24.4 32 25.0 23.1 10 42
Medium 20.0 53.7 29 56.2 7.6 11 40
High 17.1 21.0 1.5 18.8 69.2 21 3 fe
Total n=35 n=41 76 n=l 6 n=2 6 42 118
X 2= 1 2 . 6  ( d f = 2  ,p< . 0 0 5 )  ^ 2= 1 4 . 0  ( d f = 2 , p < . 0 0 1 )
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Examination of the pa r t ia l  tables suggests that  contro l l ing  
fo r  SES changes the i n i t i a l  association between abuse and d e l in ­
quency. Only'two of these relat ionships -  those associating abuse 
with personal violence (Table 30) and to ta l  delinquency (Table 34) 
-  remain s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ig n i f ican t  for both high and low SES 
groups. However, the sizes of percentage differences in Table 33 
lend support to the or ig inal  l inkage found between abuse and 
victimless crime, even though the chi-square value f a i l s  to meet 
signif icance for  the high SES group. Table 32 indicates that  
abuse is s ig n i f ic a n t ly  related to instrumental property offenses 
fo r  the low SES group. This relat ionship disappears for  the high 
SES group. Table 31 yie lds no s ign i f ican t  chi-square values but a 
f a i r l y  sharp percentage gap between levels of expressive d e l in ­
quency for  high SES abused and nn-abused offenders.
Summary.
I t  may be helpful to envision the m ult ivar ia te  results and
t h e i r  impact on the f iv e  relat ionships under study by reducing 
them to symbols that  can be compared. Table 35 displays these 
relat ionships in tabular  form. I t  may be deduced from inspecting
th is  array that  three dimensions of delinquency, (personal
violence, victimless i l l e g a l  a c t i v i t y ,  and to ta l  frequency of 
delinquent behavior) are ratlrer uniformly associated with abuse 
across a l l  structural d i fferences. There is less evidence for  a 
relat ionship between e i ther  dimension of property crime and abuse, 
but the tendency is in the posit ive d i rec t io n .  Personal violence 
does appear to be more strongly impacted by abuse, and less
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changed by structural controls, than any of the other three  
specif ic  forms of delinquency.
Table 35
Analysis of the Abuse-Delinquency Relationships 
When Controlled for  Structural Effects
Significant 
Primary S t a b i l i t y U n d e r  C o n t r o l l e d C o n d i  t i o n s
Relationship
 ^- A G E RACE j S EX FAMILY j S E S
c
t 0 ' "W . . . . R J M X-EL _L._. ..H.
1. Abuse--> 
personal violence J
JU .
y \ J
r
'w'i
y \
VwV
y ; y y
JU
y
JU.W .
y
2. Abuse--> 
expr. prop, crime y
JU
y / "1 y i
J .
y  . .. y y y _
-
3. Abuse--> 
instr. prop, crime
JL
y y y
«JU
y
»uu
y
4. Abuse--> 
victimless offense j
it
J
V
J
..
J J
V?
V
JU
y y
JU.
y 7 !
\
5. Abuse--> 
overall delinquency
JU
J J I j J * *w y y y y
JUU
JU.U
y
KEY:
J  indicates a sizeable percentage difference in 
offense frequencies between categories of 
abuse, where "sizeable”* a ratio of £ 2 :1 .
* indicates a v a l u e  significant at .05 level.
** indicates a < S z value signifiacnt at .01 level,
indicates a ^ - z value significant at .005 level
'kit'k'ic indicates a ^^2 value significant at .001 level
CHAPTER 5 
Conclusi ons
This study was undertaken for  the purpose of answering the 
research question "does being a victim of violence in childhood 
place an adolescent at  a higher r isk of becoming involved in 
vio lent  delinquency than does coming from a non-violent  
background?" The research project carried out in th is  connection 
constituted an empirical t e s t ,  in a restr ic ted  geographical 
locat ion,  of the hypothesis that juveni le  offenders who report
h istories of physical abuse w i l l  report involvement in the 
assaultive forms of delinquency -  robbery, assault , rape, and 
attempted homicide -  with s ig n i f ic a n t ly  greater frequency than 
w i l l  non-abused juveni le  offenders. For purposes of comparison, 
the relationships between abuse v ict imizat ion and three other
dimensions of delinquency -  expressive property offense,  
instrumental property offense, and victimless offense -  were 
measured. The theoret ical  position supporting the hypotheses was 
derived from the social learning approach to deviance, in 
conjunction with a developmental approach to normative
social i z a t io n .
The empirical component of the study focused on a group of 
120 youth who were under juveni le  court supervision for  
delinquency or status offenses. A cross-sectional study was 
conducted, re ly ing on the s e l f - rep or t  technique to ascertain both 
the existence of physical abuse in th e i r  individual backgrounds
and the extent of t h e i r  pa r t ic ip a t io n  in 25 spec i f ic  acts of 
i l l e g a l  behavior. On the basis of these subjects' responses to  
scaled items on the questionnaires, the fo l low i#&  findings  
emerged:
•  Seventy-nine percent (N=95) of the delinquents had 
experienced at least one episode of physical abuse. S u f f ic ien t  
abuse to c lass ify  them as abused under the standards of th is  study 
had been experienced by 57 percent (N=68).
•  The abused subjects reported more frequent involvement than 
the non-abused in a l l  four speci f ic  dimensions of delinquency.
t « For th is  sample of offenders, the degree of involvement in 
offenses of personal violence was over twice as high for the 
abused group as for  the non-abused. This d i f ference can be 
attr ibuted  to a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  validated dependency between the 
abuse variable  and the personal violence var iab le .
® For th is  sample, the degree of involvement in overall  
delinquency was twice as high for  the abused group as fo r  the non- 
abused. This di fference can be a t t r ibu ted  to a dependency between 
the abuse variable  and the to ta l  delinquency va r iab le .
•  For th is  sample, the degree of involvement in victimless  
offenses was higher fo r  the abused group than the non-abused. 
This difference can be a t t r ibu ted  to a dependency between the 
abuse and vic timless-offense var iab les .
•  For th is  sample, the degree of involvement in expressive 
property offenses was twice as high fo r  the abused group as fo r
the non-abused. This d i f ference ,  however, can be a t t r ibu ted  
la rge ly  to the ef fects  of variables other than abuse.
0 For th is  sample, the degree of involvement in instrumental 
property offenses was higher for the abused group than for  the 
non-abused. This difference can also be a t tr ibuted  in large part  
to the e f fects  of the control variables.
These key findings suggest that the research question can be 
answered, for  purposes of describing the population under study,  
in the a f f i rm a t iv e .  Abused adolescents appear more susceptible to 
deli  nquency.
The data further  indicate that  only two of the study's f iv e  
research hypotheses are v iab le .  One is the central hypothesis 
concerning abuse and personal violence. The other is the f in a l  
hypothesis, concerning abuse and o v e ra l l ,  or t o t a l ,  delinquency. 
The fourth hypothesis, dealing 1 with abuse and victimless i l l e g a l  
a c t i v i t y ,  is refuted: i t s  proposition was that no s ig n i f ica n t
re lat ionship would be found. The second and th i rd  hypotheses, 
dealing with the two forms of property crime, are neither affirmed  
nor refuted.  The data do not y ie ld  strong support for e i th e r  
posit ion.  They suggest, however, that  separating property 
offenses into two types was not useful for ident i fy ing  the abuse 
character is t ics  of the sample.
Results of the study do not indicate conclusively that  abused 
offenders ty p ic a l ly  select v io lent  forms of delinquency over a l l  
others, as had been expected. Several other key f ind ings,  
however, do support th is  po s s ib i l i ty :
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9 For boys, involvement in a l l  four dimensions of delinquency 
and in overall* delinquency was s ig n i f ic a n t ly  re lated to the extent  
of abuse they had experienced. However, the contrast was sharper, 
and the signif icance level  much higher, in the personal violence  
area than in any other.
9 Although offenders in the higher SES bracket reported more 
delinquency of a l l  kinds than did those in the lower bracket, only
in the personal violence area was t h e i r  offense frequency
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  re lated to abuse.
9 Although offenders from in tact  homes reported more 
delinquency of a l l  kinds than did those from broken homes, only in
the personal violence area was th e i r  offense frequency
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  related to abuse.
9 Although older offenders reported more delinquency in a l l  
areas than did younger offenders,  only in two areas -  personal 
violence and victimless offense -  were th e i r  offense frequencies 
s ig n i f ic a n t ly  related to abuse.
These four findings suggest that  abused offenders do tend to 
show a preference for assault ive delinquency, as might be pre­
dicted by social learning theory.
Should i t  have been ant ic ipated ,  from learning theory, that  
victimless a c t iv i t y  would be pos i t ive ly  related to abuse? Upon 
re-examination of the raw data,  i t  was discovered that most of the 
difference between abused and non-abused scores on the victimless  
offense scale could be accounted for  by the frequency with which
members of the abused group reported having run away. More 
information might have been gained by separating substance-abuse 
offenses from d irec t  forms of escapist behavior. I t  can be 
deduced from the fourth of Burgess and Akers' Social Learning 
propositions that runaway behavior is an avoidance technique 
acquired 1n the learning process. Especially i f  the abused child  
learns to accept the victim ro le ,  i t  can be expected that f l i g h t  
from an abusive s i tuat ion w i l l  be quite common. In fa c t ,  i t  might 
even be expected, by the same lo g ic ,  that abused adolescents w i l l  
f ig u r a t iv e ly  escape th e i r  abusive environments through the use of 
drugs. Precisely th is  conclusion was reached by Lewis and his 
associates in t h e i r  (1983) study of abused delinquents. The 
victimless-offense hypothesis, i t  is concluded, was less 
th e o re t ic a l ly  sound than the others.
A few observations should be made about the effects  of the 
control variables on the present sample. I t  is not unusual to 
f ind more delinquency among boys than g i r l s ,  nor to observe that  
older offenders, having had more time to do so, report a higher 
offense frequency. The matter of racia l differences has been 
controversial ( E l l i o t  and Ageton, 1980). For th is  sample, race 
appears to influence delinquency less than does any other control 
var iab le .  Caution in in terpre ta t ion  is recommended, however, 
because of the extremely low offense rates reported by black 
subjects. I t  is  not unusual to f ind these figures the same for  
both races, but rare to see that they are a good deal 1ower for  
blacks. As was stated in the previous chapter, the rac ia l
comparison may be inaccurate. The p o s s ib i l i ty  exists that among 
the sample there were more undetected educationally or otherwise 
handicapped blacks than whites.
With these cautions about degree in mind, i t  may be safely
stated that there is more delinquency among abused blacks than 
non-abused. Another atypical finding is that  a good deal more 
delinquency was reported by high-SES offenders than others. This 
e f fec t  may contain the same d is to rt ion  as the racia l one.
These shortcomings, i f  indeed they are such, could be 
substant ia l ly  overcome in future studies by using the structured 
individual interview rather than the wri t ten survey technique for  
gathering data. This would also eliminate the problem of missing 
data and improve response accuracy, by having one person guide the 
selection of response categories. Questions pertaining to 
socioeconomic status and family structure would be more easi ly  
solved in the framework of a fu l l  in terv iew. More de ta i ls  about 
offense rates and severity  of abuse could be obtained i f  follow-up 
questions could be asked of only that portion of the group who
indicated very frequent involvement in a specif ic  response.
Another l im i ta t io n  of the present research is that the survey 
instrument, while ca re fu l ly  designed to measure the abuse and 
v io lent  deliquency constructs, was not o r ig in a l ly  envisioned as a 
basis for  measuring the other constructs separate ly .  The four
coro l lary  hypotheses were not yet a part of the design when the
delinquency scales were developed; otherwise, the same number of
items would have been included in each. More items indicating the 
p a r t ic u la r  ways in which females commit crime should probably be 
added: p ro s t i tu t io n ,  for  instance.
The size of the sample, while technica l ly  adequate for  
s t a t i s t i c a l  purposes, appears to have been a pa r t ia l  source of the 
study's lack of conclusiveness concerning the delinquency patterns  
of females. Victimless a c t iv i t y  was the only dimension for  which 
the d i f ference between abused and non-abused g i r ls  approached 
s ignif icance .  The finding that  79 percent of abused g i r ls  report  
moderate or heavy part ic ipa t ion  in victimless a c t iv i t y  
substant ia l ly  higher than th e i r  corresponding part ic ipat ion  in  
other forms of delinquency -  is supported by s imilar  findings from 
the Mouzakitis (1981) study, which focuses exclusively on g i r l s .  
In that  study, 71 percent of the abused group had part ic ipated in 
victimless delinquency, as compared to only 16 percent in property 
offenses. Since the proportion of g i r ls  in a delinquent 
population is ty p ic a l ly  less than 30 percent, a mixed sample of 
about 200 youths would be needed to obtain convincing conclusions 
in a m u lt iva r ia te  context.  While the inclusion of g i r ls  in the 
present sample makes i t s  overal l conclusions generalizable to a
broader segment of the delinquent population than they would be
otherwise, i t s  results serve to point out the p o ss ib i l i ty  that  the
motives and manifestations of deviance among g i r ls  may d i f f e r  so
sharply from those of boys that  sex-specif ic  research is more 
practi c a l .
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Given i ts  l im i ta t io n s ,  and keeping in mind the non­
probab i l i ty  sampling technique, the present study is res t r ic ted  in 
genera l izabi1i t y  to the current delinquent population in the geo­
graphical area in which i t  was conducted. Within th is  area, 1t 
can be in ferred that  physically abused children, i f  they do break 
the law, are at twice as high a r isk of committing acts of assaul­
t iv e  delinquency as are non-abused children. As to ca usa l i ty ,  
cross-sectional invest igat ion does not allow i ts  assignment. This 
issue could have been addressed by establishing time frames for  
inc ip ient  abuse and inc ip ient  delinquency; th is  should be 
attempted, in the fu tu re ,  by using the interview technique. Even 
so, the theoret ical  premise under which the study was undertaken, 
as well as common lo g ic ,  suggests that i t  is more l i k e l y  than 
causation proceeds from abuse to delinquency than the other way 
around.
A wider genera l izabi1i t y  may be real ized i f  i t  is confirmed 
that  conclusions from the present research are supported by those 
of the most recent s im ila r  studies. Mouzakitis* work reinforcing  
conclusions about delinquent females has already been discussed. 
In the matter of proportions of offenders who have been physical ly  
abused, previous research has reported from 40 to 90 percent. The 
57 percent level defined as abused in th is  study is a r e la t i v e ly  
conservative f ig u re ,  probably because of an e f fo r t  to approximate 
le g a l ly  usable standards in separating abused from non-abused 
cases. The d i f fe re n t  modes of operationaliz ing the abuse variable
preclude exact comparisons of percentages, but trends can be 
in terpreted without ident i fy ing  specific  cu t -o f f  points.
In the 'area of overall  delinquency, the present research 
concurs in i t s  findings with that of Geller and Ford-Somma (1984) 
and that of Lewis and his associates (1979). I t  conf l ic ts  with 
Brown's (1984) negative findings on the existence of a l inkage  
between physical abuse and delinquency, but th is  dif ference may be 
due to his sample having been chosen from the general adolescent 
population. I t  also conf l ic ts  with Sandberg's (1985) conclusion 
that  there is no s ig n i f ican t  difference between abused and non- 
abused offenders in the frequency of delinquent behavior. Unfor­
tu nate ly ,  in s u f f ic ie n t  deta i l  has been obtained on his research to  
ascertain whether Sandburg used s e l f - rep or t  or o f f i c i a l  data.  
Assuming that i t  was o f f i c i a l ,  i t  would not necessarily y ie ld  * 
results comparable to those of se l f - rep or t  studies. The abundance 
of supporting data from e a r l i e r  scholars, including the Gluecks, 
Alfaro (1978), McCord (1983),  Howells (1980), and Pfoutz (1981),  
allows a confident prediction that abused children are at a s ig ­
n i f ic a n t ly  higher r isk of becoming delinquent than non-abused 
chi ldren ,  and strengthens the claims of the present study.
In the area of v io lent delinquency, the present research 
suports that of Geller  and Ford-Somma, Guarino (1985), and Lewis 
and associates, and serves as a te s t  of Steele 's  (1982) hypothesis 
that violence in the home breeds violence on the s treets .  The 
Lewis work concurs in the finding that  abuse is a more important 
factor  than family structure in explaining delinquency.
Supporting evidence is also gained from one dimension of the 
Sandberg (1985) study: while he did not find s ig n i f ican t
correlat ions between abuse and vio lent delinquency in general , a 
breakdown of his data resulted in a s ign i f ican t  corre la t ion  
between abuse and robbery. E a r l ie r  evidence from the work of 
Jenkins (1968) and West and Farrington (1977) provides addit ional  
c r e d i b i l i t y  to the conclusions of the present research.
What have been the specif ic  contributions of the present 
research project? I t  has further  validated the findings of two 
other pieces of concurrent research undertaken by criminal ju s t ic e  
p ra c t i t io n e rs . I t  has demonstrated the a p p l ic a b i l i ty  of the same 
major conclusions about abuse and juveni le  violence to youthful  
offenders in widely-separated geographical areas of the country. 
I t  has enhanced the c r e d ib i l i t y  of the social learning theory of 
aggression as applied to delinquency, and suggests further
investigation of the claim that there exist  f a i r l y  d is t in c t -  
categories of delinquency. More specif ic  valuable information 
dealing with the intermediary process that leads from abuse to 
active aggression could be gained by supplementing the se l f - re p o r t  
data acquired in th is  study with a survey on att i tudes and motives 
(an or ig inal  in tention of th is  pro ject ,  but set as/ide because of 
anticipated complexities at the analysis stage). This project  
produced empirical evidence that assaultive delinquency may oe 1 
more processual than structural at root: lessons learned appear
more e f fe c t iv e  than physical and economic environments in
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producing crime. I t  i s  t h e r e f o r e  logical that the content of 
lessons should be a l te re d ,  or the child taken out of the "school", 
i f  the amount of crime is to be reduced.
There are some pract ica l  policy implications to be derived 
from the above discussion. When decisions are being made about 
returning abused ch i ld ren . to  t h e i r  parents, the issue of role  
modeling as well as future physical harm should be considered. I f  
the child is a delinquent who has received tra in ing  in law-abiding 
social behavior in a good r e h a b i l i t a t iv e  se t t ing ,  is i t  reasonable 
to expect i t s  success to endure i f  he or she is returned to a home, 
ruled by a h o s t i le ,  unpredictable,  assaultive parent? Training in 
conf1ic t - re so lu t io n  s k i l l s ,  quite commonly required in neglect-  
abuse cases, is  also indicated for the famil ies of many 
deli  nquents.
One problem unearthed in the course of th is  study deserves* 
serious consideration by legal experts. This is the need for  
developing a usable legal d e f in i t io n  for the terms abuse and 
neglect , and disseminating th is  d e f in i t io n  to a l l  persons who come 
in to  regular contact with children -  including parents. Why don't 
abused delinquents make the task easier for  the system by 
reporting th e i r  abuse? They are accustomed to not being believed,  
and some are not aware that  t h e i r  maltreatment is against the law. 
Again, the implication is that physical abuse must be more 
precisely defined and more systematically prosecuted. The burden 
of proof should not f a l l  on the abused ch i ld .
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C r i t ic s  may ask why, i f  abuse leads to crime, we find so many 
abuse victims in society who never break a law. The question is  
s im i la r  to one that  challenges the linkage between smoking and 
lung cancer. No claim is made that  100 percent of the population 
at r isk  w i l l  f a l l  prey to any condition for which a predictor has 
been id e n t i f i e d .  Not a l l  poor fa m i l ie s ,  nor a l l  heavy drug users, 
nor a l l  victims of violence end up involved with the ju s t ice  
system. But there are pract ica l  implications to be derived from 
research that  locates s a l ie n t  factors in the creation of c r im i ­
nals,  or delinquents. One is that a thorough abuse-screening 
program is needed when a chi ld is f i r s t  id e n t i f ie d  as a problem to 
the community. Another is the addressing of the abuse s i tu a t io n ,  
i f  one is found, as a part of the d isposit ion.  This policy need 
not preclude other d isposit ional  orders making the child
responsible fo r  the consequences of his or her law-breaking
acti v i t y .
I f  the amount of overlap between abuse and juvenile  crime is  
as extensive as s t a t i s t i c s  suggest, i t  is surely worthwhile to 
move in the d irect ion  of ear ly  intervention and consolidated
treatment. The Howells and Pfoutz data enable us to predict that  
about ha l f  of v e r i f ie d  physical abuse victims w i l l  end up in court 
for delinquency. Applying th is  possib l i ty  to the ju r is d ic t io n
where the present study was done, as many as 750 of the abuse 
cases confirmed by Child Protective Services in 1984 are at r isk  
of committing ju ven i le  crimes sometime before the year 2000. Each 
year ,  a s im i la r  number of these delinquency "candidates" w i l l  be
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accumulated. At the other end of the process, 500 to 600
delinquents come into the system each year in Douglas County. A
modest empirically-based projection is that 300 have been, and may
s t i l l  be, abuse victims. I t  is in the in terest  of community
protection as well as the salvaging of potentia l individual  
criminals that a h o l is t ic  approach be taken to th is  two-sided 
problem.
In the end, i t  is perhaps a reason for more hope than despair  
that  the abuse-delinquency connection has been discovered. Of a l l  
factors with a demonstrated s ign i f ican t  linkage to serious 
delinquency, child abuse is unique in that i t s  control f a l l s  
d i re c t ly  under the authority of the same in s t i tu t io n  that deals 
with i t s  consequences -  the juvenile  ju s t ice  system.
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APPENDIX A
Nebraska Statutes on Abuse and Delinquency
JU V E N IL E  C O D E -  IN FA N TS
(d) G E N E R A L PROVISIONS
4 3 -2 4 5 . Term s, de fined . As used in sections 43 -245  to 43 -2 ,129 , unless the  
context otherw ise requires:
(1) This a c t shall mean sections 43 -245  to 43 -2 ,129 ;
(2) P arent shall mean one or both parents;
(3) Parties  shall mean the juvenile  as described in section 43 -247 , his or her 
parent, guardian, or custodian;
(4) Juvenile court shall mean the separate juvenile court where it  has been 
established pursuant to sections 43-2 ,1  1 I to 4 3 -2 ,129 , and the county court s itting  as 
a juvenile court in all o ther counties. Nothing in sections 43 -24 5  to 43 -2 ,129  shall be 
construed to deprive the d is tric t courts of the ir habeas corpus, common law, or 
chancery jurisd iction  or jurisd iction  acquired in an action for divorce, legal separa­
tion , or annulm ent;
(5) T ra f f ic  offense shall mean any nonfelonious act in vio lation of a law or 
ordinance regulating vehicular or pedestrian tra ve l, w hether designated a mis­
demeanor or a t ra f f ic  in frac tion ;
(6) Juvenile shall mean any person under the age of eighteen; and
(7) Age of m a jo rity  shall mean nineteen years of age.
Source: Laws 1981, LB 346, § I.
O pera tive  date July 1, 1982.
4 3 -24 6 . A c t, how construed. Acknowledging the responsibility of the juvenile  
court to act to preserve the public peace and security , sections 43-245  to 43 -2 ,129  
shall be construed to e ffe c tu a te  the follow ing:
(1) To assure the rights of all juveniles to care and protection and a stable  
living environm ent and to developm ent of their capacities fo r a healthy personality, 
physical w ell-be in g , and useful citizenship and to pro tect the public interest;
(2) To provide fo r the in tervention of the juvenile court in the in terest of any 
juvenile who is w ith in  the provisions of sections 43 -245  to 43 -2 ,129 , w ith  due regard  
to  parental rights and capacities and the a va ilab ility  of nonjudicial resources;
(3) To rem ove juveniles who are w ith in  sections 43 -24 5  to 43 -2 ,129  from  the  
crim inal justice  system whenever possible and to reduce the possibility of the ir  
com m itting  fu tu re  law violations through the provision of social and reh ab ilita tiv e  
services to such juveniles and the ir fam ilies;
(4) To achieve the foregoing purposes in the juvenile's own home whenever 
possible, separating the juven ile  from  his or her parent only when necessary for his or 
her w e lfa re  or in the in terest of public safety and, when tem porary separation is 
necessary, to consider the developm ental needs o f the individual juvenile in all 
placem ents and to assure every reasonable e ffo rt  possible to reunite the juvenile and 
his or her fa m ily ; and
(5) To provide a jud ic ia l procedure through which these purposes and goals are  
accomplished and enforced in which the parties are assured a fa ir  hearing and the ir  
constitutional and other legal rights are recognized and enforced.
Source: Laws 1981, LB 346, § 2; Laws 1982, LB 787, § 1.
O p era tive  date July I, 1982.
JU V E N IL E  C O D E -  IN FA N TS
43 -24 7 . Juvenile courts; jurisd iction . The juvenile  court shall have exclusive 
original jurisd iction as to any juven ile  defined in subdivision ( I )  of this section who is 
under the age of sixteen, as to any juven ile  defined in subdivision (3) o f this section, 
and as to the parties and proceedings provided in subdivisions (5) and (6) of this 
section. As used in this section, all references to the juven ile ’s age shall be the age 
at the tim e  the act which occasioned the juvenile  court action occurred. The juvenile  
court shall have concurrent original jurisdiction w ith  the d is tric t court, county court, 
and municipal court as to any juven ile  defined in subdivision ( I )  of this section who is 
age sixteen or seventeen, and any juven ile  defined in subdivision (4) of this section. 
Notw ithstanding any disposition entered by the juven ile  court under the provisions of 
sections 4 3 -24 5  to 43 -2 ,1 2 9 , the juvenile  court’s jurisd iction over any individual 
adjudged to be w ith in  the provisions of this section shall continue until the individual 
reaches the age of m ajo rity  or the court otherwise discharges the individual from  its 
jurisd iction .
The juvenile court in each county as herein provided shall have jurisd iction of:
(1) Any juvenile  who has com m itted  an act other than a t ra f f ic  offense which  
would constitute a misdemeanor or an in frac tion  under the laws of this s ta te , or 
vio lation  of a c ity  or v illage ordinance;
(2) Any juvenile  who has com m itted  an act which would constitute a felony  
under the laws of this state;
(3) Any juven ile  (a) who is homeless or des titu te , or w ithout proper support 
through no fa u lt o f his or her parent, guardian, or custodian; or who is abandoned by 
his or her parent, guardian, or custodian; who lacks proper parental care by reason of 
the fa u lt or habits of his or her parent, guardian, or custodian; whose parent, 
guardian, or custodian neglects or refuses to provide proper or necessary subsistance, 
education, or other care necessary fo r the health , m orals, or w ell-being of such 
juvenile; whose parent, guardian, or custodian neglects or refuses to provide special 
care made necessary by the m ental condition of the juvenile ; who is in a situation or 
engages in an occupation dangerous to life  or limb or injurious to the health or morals 
of such juvenile; or (b) who, by reason o f being w ayw ard or hab itually  disobedient, is 
uncontrolled by his or her parent, guardian, or custodian; who deports him self or 
herself so as to injure or endanger seriously the morals or health of him self, herself, 
or others; or who is hab itually  tru an t fro m  home or school;
(4) Any juvenile  who has com m itted  an act which would constitute a t ra ff ic  
offense as defined in section 43 -245;
(5) The parent, guardian, or custodian who has custody of any juvenile described 
in this section;
(6) The proceedings for te rm ination  of parental rights as provided in sections 
43 -245  to 43 -2 ,129 ;
(7) The proceedings for te rm ination  of parental rights as provided in section
42 -36 4 .
Source: Laws 1981, LB 346, § 3; Laws 1982, LB 2 i 5, § 2; Laws 1982, LB  
787, § 2.
(e) LAW  E N F O R C E M E N T  PR O C ED U R ES
43 -24 8 . Tem porary custody of juvenile w ithout w arran t; when. A juvenile may 
be taken into tem porary custody by any o ffic e r of the peace w ithout a w arrant or 
order of the court ( I )  when in the presence of the o ffic e r  the juvenile has vio lated a 
state  law or municipal ordinance, (2) when a felony has been com m itted  and the  
o ffic e r has reasonable grounds to believe such juven ile  com m itted  i t ,  (3) when such
JU V E N IL E  C O D E  - IN FA N TS
a sta te  agency or institu tion , tran sm itted  by such state  agency or institu tion  
quarterly  to the D ire c to r o f A d m in is tra tive  Services for cred it to the proper fund. If 
the parent w illfu lly  fails  or refuses to pay such sum, the court m ay proceed against 
him or her as fo r contem pt, or execution shall issue a t the request o f any person, 
agency, or institu tion  treating  or m aintaining such juvenile . The court may 
afte rw ards , because of a change in the circum stances of the parties, revise or a lte r  
the order o f paym ent for support, study, or tre a tm e n t.
Source: Laws 1981, LB 346, § 46; Laws 1982, LB 787, § 20.
O perative  date July I , 1982.
4 3 -2 9 1 . Term ination  of parental rights; proceedings. Facts m ay also be set 
fo rth  in the original pe titio n , a supplemental petition , or m otion filed  w ith  the court 
alleging th a t grounds exist for the te rm ination  of parental rights. A fte r  a pe titio n , a 
supplemental p e titio n , or m otion has been filed , the court shall cause to be endorsed 
on the summons and notice that the proceeding is one to te rm inate  parental rights, 
shall set the tim e  and place for the hearing, and shall cause summons and notice, w ith  
a copy of the petitio n , supplemental p e titio n , or m otion attached, to  be given in the  
same m anner as required in other cases before the juvenile court.
Source: Laws 1981, LB 346, § 47.
O perative  date July 1, 1982.
4 3 -29 2 . Term ination  of parental rights; grounds; appointm ent of guardian ad 
l ite m . The court may te rm in ate  all parental rights between the parents or the  
m other o f a juvenile  born out of wedlocl^)and such juvenile when the court finds such 
action to be in the best interests of the juvenile and it appears by the evidence that 
one or m ore of the follow ing conditions exist:
(1) The parents have abandoned the juvenile fo r six months or m ore  
im m ed iate ly  prior to the filing  of the petition;
(2) The parents have substantially and con tinugys 1 y„or_repea tedly jieg [ec ted  the 
juven ile  and refused to give the juvenile  necessary parental care and protection;
(3) The parents, being financ ia lly  able, have w illfu lly  neglected to provide the  
juvenile  w ith  the necessary subsistance, education, or other care necessary f o r ‘His or 
her health , m orals, or w e lfa re  or have neglected to pay fo r such subsistance, 
education, or other care when legal custody of the juvenile is lodged w ith  others and 
such paym ent ordered by the court;
(4) The parents are un fit by reason of debauchery, habitual use of in toxicating  
liquor or narcotic drugs, or~repeated lewd and lascivious behavior, which conduct is 
found by the court to be seriously detrim enta l to the healtJ\,_morals, or w ell-being of 
the juvenile ;
(5) The parents are unable to discharge parental responsibilities because of 
m ental illness or m ental deficiency and there, gre, reasonable grounds _to believe th a t 
such condition w ill continue for a prolonged indeterm inate period; or
(6) Follow ing a determ ination that the juvenile is one as described in subdivision 
-(3X.al._of section 43 -24 7 , reasonable e ffo rts , under the d irection of the court, have
fa iled  to correc t the conditions leading to the determ ination .
When t^rfTrfafTdn^oFfhe paren f-juven ile  relationship is sought under subdivision
(5) of this section, the court shall appoint a guardian ad litem  for the alleged  
incom petent paren t. The court m ay, in any other case, appoint a guardian ad lite m , 
as may be deemed necessary or desirable, for any party . The guardian ad litem  shall 
be paid a reasonable fee set by the court and paid from  the general fund of the  
county.
JU VEN ILE  C O D E -  IN FA N TS
Source: Laws 1981, LB 346, § 48.
O perative  date July I, 1982.
4 3 -29 3 . Term ination  of parental rights; e ffe c t;  adoption; consent. When the  
parental rights have been term inated under section 4 3 -29 2  and the care of the  
juvenile is awarded to the D epartm ent of Public W e lfa re , the departm ent shall have 
authority  to consent to the legal adoption of such juvenile  and no other consent shall 
be required to authorize any court having jurisd iction  to enter a legal decree of 
adoption o f such juven ile . When the care of such juvenile  is awarded to an individual 
or association and the parental rights have been term inated  by the juven ile  court, 
such individual or association may consent, only when authorized by order o f such 
juvenile court, to the legal adoption of such juvenile  and no other consent shall be 
required to authorize any court having jurisd iction to enter a legal decree o f adoption  
of such juven ile , except that the D epartm ent of Public W elfare , an individual, or an 
association to whom the care of a juvenile has been com m itted  by a juvenile  court 
prior to July 13, 1967, shall have au thority  to consent to the legal adoption of such 
juvenile , w ithout an order term inating  parental rights. An order term inating  the  
paren t-juven ile  relationship shall divest the parent and juven ile  of all legal rights , 
privileges, duties, and obligations w ith  respect to such juven ile . The order te rm in a t­
ing parental rights shall be final and may be appealed in the same manner as other 
final judgments of a juven ile  court.
Source: Laws 1981, LB 346, § 49.
O perative  date July 1, 1982.
43 -2 9 4 . Term ination  of parental rights; custodian; rights; obligations. The 
custodian appointed by a juvenile court shall have charge of the person of the juven ile  
and the right to m ake decisions a ffe c tin g  the person of the juven ile , including  
m edical, dental, surgical, or psychiatric tre a tm e n t, except th a t consent to a juvenile  
m arrying or joining the arm ed forces of the U n ited  States m ay be given by a 
custodian, other than the D epartm ent of Public W elfare , w ith  approval of the juvenile  
court, or by the departm ent, as to juveniles in its custody, w ithout fu rth er court 
au thority . The au thority  o f a custodian appointed by a juvenile  court shall te rm in a te  
when the individual under legal custody reaches nineteen years of age, is legally  
adopted, or the au thority  is term inated by order o f the juvenile court. When an 
adoption has been granted by a court of com petent jurisd iction as to any such 
juven ile , such fac t shall be reported im m ediately  by such custodian to the juvenile  
court. If the adoption is denied, the jurisd iction over the juvenile shall im m ediate ly  
reve rt to the court which authorized placem ent o f the juvenile for adoption. Any  
association or individual receiving the care or custody of any such juvenile shall be 
subject to vis itation  or inspection by the D epartm ent o f Public W elfare , or any 
probation o ffic e r  of such court or any person appointed by the court fo r such purpose, 
and the court may at any tim e require from  such association or person a report or 
reports containing such inform ation or statem ents as the judge shall deem proper or 
necessary to be fu lly  advised as to the care , m aintenance, and m oral and physical 
tra in ing of the juvenile , as well as the standing and a b ility  of such association or 
individual to care fo r such juvenile .
Source: Laws 1981, LB 346, § 50.
O perative  date July I, 1982.
43 -2 9 5 . Juvenile court; continuing jurisdiction; exception . Except when the  
care of the juvenile is awarded to the D epartm ent of Public W elfare , together w ith  
term ination  of parental rights, or the juvenile  has been legally adopted, the
OFFENSES INVOLVING THE FAMILY RELATION § 28-711
28-709. Contributing to the delinquency of a child; penalty; defini­
tions.
Constitutionality of this section w ill not be appeal. State v. Hiross. 211 Neb. 319, 318 N.W .2d 
considered when raised for the first time on 291 (1982).
28-710. A b u s e  or n e g le c t , o th e r  te rm s , d e f in e d . As used  in sections  
28-710 to 28-727, unless the context otherw ise requires:
(1) D epartm ent shall m ean the Departm ent of Social Services;
(2) Law enforcem ent agency shall m ean the police departm ent or 
town m arshal in incorporated m unicipalities and the office of the sher­
iff in unincorporated areas; and
(3) A buse or neglect shall m ean knowingly, in te n t io n a l l y ,  o r  n e g l i -  j 
gently  causing o r  perm itting a m in o r  c h i ld  o r  an in c o m p e te n t  o r  d is -  J 
abled p erson  to be: (a) Placed in a situation th a t  e n d a n g e rs  h is  o r  h e r  1 
life or physical o r  m ental health; (b) cruelly c o n f in e d  o r  c r u e l ly  purr
ished; (c) deprived of necessary  food, clothing, shelter, or care; (d) left 
unattended in a motor vehicle, if such minor child is six  years of age or 
younger; or (e) sexually  abused.
Source: . Laws 1977, LB 28, § 149; Laws 1979, LB 505, § 1; Laws 1982, LB 522. § 3.
Operative date July 1, 1983.
2 8 - 7 1 1 .  A g rrK l n J  p ^ i- c v r .  t n  r » r
neglect; report; contents; toll-free number. (1) W hen any physician , 
m edical institution, nurse, school em ployee, social worker, or any  
other person has reasonable cause to believe that a child or an incom ­
petent or disabled person has been subjected to abuse or neglect, or 
observes such person being subjected to conditions or circum stances  
w hich reasonably would result in abuse or neglect, he or she shall 
report such incident or cause a report to be m ade to the proper law  
enforcem ent agency or to the departm ent on the toll-free num ber  
established  by subsection  (2) of this section. Such report m ay be 
made orally by telephone, with the caller g iv in g  his or her n a m e  and  
address, and shall be followed by a written report, and to the ex ten t  
available shall contain the address and age of the abused  or neglected  
person, the address of the person or persons having custody of the  
abused or neglected person, the nature and exten t of the abuse or 
neglect, or the conditions and circum stances w hich w ould reasonably  
result in such abuse or neglect, any evidence of previous abuse or 
neglect including the nature and extent, and any other inform ation  
which in the opinion of the person may be helpful in estab lish ing  the 
cause of such abuse or neglect and the identity of the perpetrator or 
perpetrators. Law enforcem ent agencies receiving any reports of 
abuse or neglect under this subsection  shall notify the state central 
registry on the next working day by phone or mail.
(2) There shall be estab lished  a single, statew ide toll-free num ber  
within the departm ent to be used by any person any hour of the day or 
night, any day of the w eek  to make reports of abuse or neglect to the 
departm ent. Reports of abuse or neglect not previously m ade to or by  
a law enforcem ent agency shall be m ade im m ediately to such agency  
by the departm ent.
§ 28-713 CRIMES AND PUNISHMENTS
Source: Laws 1977, LB 38, § 150; Laws 1979, LB 505, § 2; Laws 1982, LB 522, § 4.
Operative date July 1, 1983.
28-713. Department of Social Services, investigate cases  of abuse or 
neglect; social services, provide; report or summary. (1) The depart - 
nient shall investigate each case of alleged abuse or neglect and shall 
provide such social services as are necessary  and appropriate under  
the circum stances to protect the abused  or neglected  person and pre­
serve the fam ily.
(21 T h e  departmenr'wnavftmake a request for further assistan ce  
from the law enforcemsuib-a'gencv or take such legal action as m ay b e, 
appropriate underdhe-circum stances.
(3) The departm ent shall m ake a w ritten report or a case sum m ary  
to the proper law enforcem ent agency in the county and to the s ta te  
A bused and .Neglected Child, Incom petent and D isabled  Person R eg­
istry of all reported cases of abuse or neglect and action taken w ith  
respect to all such cases on forms provided by the departm ent.
Source: Laws 1977, LB 38, § 152; Laws 1979, LB 505, § 4; Laws 1982, LB 522, § 5.
Operative date July 1, 1983.
28-723. Subject of report; request to am end, expunge, or remove 
information; denied; hearing; decision; appeal. At any tim e su b se ­
quent to the com pletion of the departm ent’s investigation, a subject of 
a report m ay request the departm ent to am end, expunge identifying  
information from, or rem ove the record of the report from the register. 
If the departm ent refuses to do so or does not act w ithin thirty days, 
the subject shall have the right to a fair hearing w ithin the departm ent 
to determ ine w hether the record of the report should be am ended, 
expunged, or rem oved on the grounds that it is inaccurate or that it is 
being m aintained in a m anner inconsisten t with this act. Such fan- 
hearing shall be held within a reasonable tim e after the subject’s 
request and at a reasonable place and hour. In such hearings, the bur­
den of proving the accuracy and con sisten cy  of the record shall be on 
the departm ent. A juvenile court finding of child abuse or child  
neglect shall be bre.sum otive evidence that the report w as nof  
unfounded. The hearing shall be conducted by the head o fth e  deparf- 
fnenrTTrTiis or her designated agent, who is hereby authorized and 
em pow ered ta  order the am endm ent, expunction, or rem oval of the 
record to make it accurate or consisten t w ith the requirem ents of this 
act. The decision shall be m ade in writing, at the close of the hearing, 
or w ithin thirty days thereof, and shall state the reasons upon w hich it 
is based. D ecisions of the departm ent m ay be appealed under the pro­
visions of sections 84-909 to 84-916.
Source: Laws 1979, LB 505, § 11; Laws 1982, LB 522, § 6.
Operative date July 1, 1983.
Note: “This act” includes sections 28-710, 28-711, 28-712, 28-713, 28-715, and 28-718 to 28-727.
28-725. Records, report; confidential; violation; penalty. All records 
of the departm ent concerning reports of noninstitutional child abuse  
or neglect, including reports m ade to the departm ent or central reg is­
ter, and all records of the departm ent generated as a result of such  
reports, shall be confidential and shall not be d isclosed  except as sp e­
cifically authorized by this act or other applicable law. Perm itting, 
assisting, or encouraging the unauthorized release of any inform ation  
contained in such reports or records shall be a C lass V m isdem eanor.
Source: Laws 1979, LB 505, § 13; Laws 1982, LB 522, § 8.
Operative date July 1, 1983.
Note: “This act” includes sections 28-710, 28-711, 28-712, 28-713, 28-715, and 28-718 to 28-727.
28-726. Records; access; persons, officials, agencies; enumerated.
Except as provided in this section and section 28-722, no person, offi­
cial, or agency shall have access to such records un less in furtherance  
of purposes directly connected w ith the adm inistration of this act. 
Such persons, officials, and agencies having access to such records 
shall include but not be lim ited to:
(1) A law enforcem ent agency investigating a report of known or 
suspected  abuse or neglect;
(2) A county attorney in preparation of an abuse, neglect, or term i­
nation petition;
(3) A physician  who has before him or her a person whom  he or 
she reasonably su sp ects m ay be abused or neglected;
(4) An agency having the legal responsib ility  or authorization to 
care for, treat, or supervise an abused or neglected  child, incom petent, 
or disabled person, or a parent, guardian, or other person responsib le  
for the abused or neglected  child, incom petent, or d isabled person’s 
w elfare who is the subject of a report; and
- v f5) Any person engaged in bona fide research or auditing. No 
^information identifying the subjects of the report shall be m ade avail­
able to the researcher or auditor.
Source: Laws 1979, LB 505, § 14; Laws 1982, LB 522, § 9.
Operative date July 1, 1983.
Note: “This  act" includes sections 28-710, 28-711, 28-712, 28-713, 28-715, and 28-718 to 28-727.
28-707. Child abuse: penaltvr (1) A person com m its child abuse if 
he or she knowingly, intentionally, or negligently causes or perm its a 
m inor child to be:
(a) Placed in a situation that endangers his or her life or health; or
(b) Cruelly confined or cruelly punished; or
(c) D eprived of necessary food, clothing, shelter, or care.
(2) The statutory privilege betw een  patient and physician  and 
betw een  husband and wife shall not be available for excluding or 
refusing testim ony in any prosecution for a violation of this section.
(3) Child abuse is a C lass I m isdem eanor if the offense is com m it­
ted  negligently.
(4) Child abuse is a C lass IV felony if the offense is com m itted  
knowingly and intentionally.
Source: Laws 1977. LB 38, § 146; La ws 1982, I.
Effective date July 17, 1982.
28-708. Abuse of an incompetent or disabled person; penalty. 
(1) A person com m its abuse of an incom petent or d isabled person if 
he or she knowingly, intentionally, or negligently causes or perm its an 
incom petent person or a disabled person to be:
(a) P laced in a situation that endangers his or her life or health; or
(b) Cruelly confined or cruelly punished; or
(c) Deprived of necessary food, clothing, shelter, or care.
(2) The statutory privilege betw een patient and physician  and 
betw een  husband and w ife shall not be available for excluding or 
refusing testim ony in any prosecution for a violation of this section.
(3) A buse of an incom petent or disabled person is a C lass I m isde­
m eanor if the offense is com m itted negligently.
(4) A buse of an incom petent or disabled person is a C lass IV fel­
ony if the offense is com m itted knowingly and intentionally.
Source: Laws 1977, LB 38, § 147; Laws 1982. LB 347, § 11-
Effective date July 17, 1982.
APPENDIX B 
The Survey Instrument
1985 JUVENILE JUSTICE PROJECT
This survey is part of a study being done at U.N.O. to find out more about 
how people live and get along with each other. A lot of young people are 
being asked to help. Your answers are very important, because it takes a 
lot of information from many different sources to get things started that
can help solve problems between people a few years from now.
This is an anonymous questionnaire: NO NANES are to be written on it, and no 
one will ever know which paper was yours. All the answers that are the same 
will be counted^ and then the questionnaires will be destroyed. It is like 
taking part in a poll, or voting in an election - a secret ballot. Please 
answer as honestly as you can.
Part I
1. Age on last birthday _______  (date of birth:_____________)
2. Sex: male a  female □
3. Race: B l a c k P ^  White£Z| Other a
4. With whom have you lived most of your life? Both natural parents □
one parent alone □  other______________________________________________________
5. Which adults in your home are employed? ____________________________________________
What are their jobs? (1)_______________________________________________________________
( 2 )___________________________________________________
( 3 ) _________________________________________________________________
6 . Did your mother graduate from high school?
7. Did your father graduate from high school?__________
Part II
Everyone’s life is a mixture of good and bad experiences. People who like us 
may be very nice at times, but still treat us unkindly at other times. The 
next set of questions is about things that might have happened to you at any 
time in your life- even when you were very small, or as recently as yester­
day. The person who did them could be one of your parents or foster p a r ents; 
another adult who was left in c h a r g e grandparent; an older br-o-ther, sister, or 
person who was living in your house.* Do not count things done to you by 
^younger brothers and sisters, friends, or adults who just happened to be at 
the house as visitors.
Please make a checkmark by the best answer to each question.
1. Has anyone Hit you with a stick or other hard object? Never 1 J
once or twice a  fairly oftenCZ] very often a
2. Has anyone shaken you very hard or thrown you against the floor or wall? 
Never D once or twice a  fairly often f"*7 very often
3. Have you been hit with a belt or extension cord? Never
once or twice | ^ fairly often | '[ ° ^ ten \-mJ
4. Has anyone thrown things at you to hurt you? Never I" "" !
once or twice O fairly often Cl very often a
5. Have you ever been tied up? Never/ 1
once or twice — f fairly often □  very often a
6 . Have you been kicked? Never Q
once or twice □ fairly often rj very often a
7. Have you been hit on the face or head with fists? Never a
once or twice □  fairly often □  very often □
8 . Has anyone threatened you with a knife or gun ? Never □
once or twice a fairly often 1 1 very often n
9* H*ve you been-heId down and forced to-have -sex? Neverj j
once or twice a  fairly o f t e n ) ^ very of ten / j
1 0 .Have you been burned (on purpose) with hot water or a cigarette? 
Neverj^j once or twice a  fairly often/ j very often □
11.Have you been beaten so badly that you had bruises? Never □
once or twice m i  fairly often a  very of ten) |
12.Have you been hurt so badly that you started to bleed? Never a  
once or twice a fairly often a very often □
13.Have you been choked or strangled? N e v e r { \
once or twice] 1 fairly often f  | very often Q
14.Has anyone attacked you with a knife or a gun? Never □
once or twice □  fairly often □  very ofteniT j|
15.Have you been beaten, cut, or hurt in any of the above ways badly 
enough to need hospital care? Never a  once or twice a
several .-times □
Part III
Here is a list of things young people sometimes do that can result in trouble 
for themselves or others. Please mark the ones you have done at any time in 
the past. It does not matter whether or not you were "caught"- we are j.ust 
interested in how you handle these situations. „ Remember, again, that ..all the 
information you give is confidential and anonymous.
Make a checkmark next to the best answer to each question.
1. Have you ever run away ? Never C ~\ once or twice \ \
several times a  quite often^"3
2. Have you ever skipped school? Never I 1 once or twice a
several times^ 3  quite often) j
3. Have you drunk beer, wine, or liquor? N e v e r ) ] once or twice □
several times \  \ quite often f*"]
4. Have you ever smoked pot? Never Q  . once or twice a
several times □  quite often
5. Have you used any other drugs? (include prescription drugs not given you 
because of an illness, as well as hard drugs) Never D
once or twice a several times n quite of ten j j
6 . Have you ever shoplifted? Never I “j once or twic ef~~|
several times a  quite of ten j j
7. Have you stolen money from a family member or friend? Never r j  
once or twice O  several timesj ( quite often a
8 . Have you stolen money from a stranger, or from desks, lockers, etc?
Never □  once or twice] j several times P  quite often a
9. Have you stolen drugs (pills, etc.) to get high? Never I ]
once or twice a  several t i m e s q u i t e  often P
10.Have you stolen anything in order to sell it? Never Q
once or twice □  several times r j  quite o f t e n ^  |
11.Have you ever stolen a car or motorcycle? Never n
once or twice a  several times □  quite of ten I I
12.Have you ever sold any drugs? Never D  once or twice j h
several times O  quite of ten ^  ]
13.Have you damaged anyone else's property on purpose? Never ill
once or twice f"~f several times j ] quite often J J
14.Have you thrown rocks or shot BBs at moving cars? Never 1 )
once or twice a  several times D quite often a
15.Have you broken up furniture, dishes, w i ndows,e t c .(on purpose)?
Never] J once or twice j j  several timesJ~~] quite of ten /~J
16.Have you broken into a building in order to destroy things? Never o  
once or twice □  several times a quite oftenj [
17.Have you set a fire or an explosion inside a building? Never O  _  
once or twice □ several times a quite o f t e n 3^1
18.Have you ever taken part in a gang fight? Never □  _
once or twice a several times [ j quite oftenT 1
19.Have you ever hit a parent or teacher (not in self-defense)? -Never j ? 
once or twice O  several times [ \ quite often
20.Have you ever beaten anyone up (not in self-defense)? Never D 
once or twice □  several times O  quite often a
21.Have you carried any hidden weapon, other than a pocket knife? Never 
once or twice a  several times j £ quite often j J
22.Have you ever used force to steal something from a person? Never 1 1
once or twice a several times j / quite of ten  ^ f
23.Have y ou ever used a knife or gun to steal something from a person?
Never U  once or twice a several times a quite oftenC^i
24.Have you ever used force to make someone have sex? Never I P
once or twice □ several times a quite often a
25.Have you attacked anyone with the idea of seriously injuring, or
possibly killing, that person? Never a  once or twice Q
several times O  quite often j |
Please go back and read over your answers to be sure you didn't skip any 
by mistake. Thank you for your time!
APPENDIX :c 
Source Scales and Questionnaires
Abuse Scales
(sources)
, Geller and Ford-Somma's "Things That Have Happened to You" 
questionnaire:
How many times did someone in your family hit you with a belt or extension cord?
How many times did someone in your family b u m  you with hot water on purpose?
How many times did someone in your family bum you with a cigarette on purpose?
How many times did someone, in. yourilfamily .tie you up?
How many times did someone in your family hit you with a stick or other hard object?
How many times did someone in your family threaten you with a knife or gun?
How many times did someone in your family use a knife or gun against you?
How many times did someone in your family beat you so badly it left bruises?
HOw many times did someone in your family hurt you so badly you started to bleed?
How many times did someone in your family beat you so badly you had to go to
the hospital?
(Geller & Ford-Somma, 1984, Appendix D)
Gelles1 "Types of Parent-to-Child Violence": force and violence items 
from the Conflict Tactics Scale:
•Incident committed by parent against child
Threw something 
Pushed/Grabbed/Shoved 
Slapped or Spanked 
Kicked/Bit/Hit with Fist 
Hit with Something 
Beat up
Threatened with Knife/Gun 
Used Knife or Gun
(Gelles, 1980; p.41)
Sapp and Carter's "Which of the following do you consider to be 
PHYSICAL child abuse?" questions:
Spanking child with wooden paddle
Spanking child with coathanger or other such object
Shaking child
Spanking child with hand
Slapping child's face with hand
Biting child
Striking child with fist
Spanking child with belt
Shaking child violently
Holding or placing child in very hot water 
Pinching child
(Sapp & Carter, 1978; p.12) 
Sapp and Carter's "Which of the following do you consider to be 
SEXUAL child abuse?" questions:
Forcing a child into sexual activity with another child 
Forcing or enticing a child to engage in sexual activity 
A parent having sexual intercourse with his own child
Delinquency Questionnaire from the National Youth Survey
Elliott, D.S & Age ton, S.S., 1980)
SELF-REPORTED DELINQUENCY AND DRUG-USE ITEMS AS 
EMPLOYED IN TH E NATIONAL YOUTH SURVEY !
H ow  many times in the last year have you: \
1. purposely damaged or destroyed property be- j
longing to your parents  or other family members. !
2. purposely damaged or destroyed property be­
longing to a school.
3. purposely damaged or destroyed other property '■ 
that did not belong to you (not counting family or 
schooj-property).
4./stolen (or tried to steal) a m otor vehicle, such as 
a car or motorcycle.
5. stolen (or tried to steal) something worth more 
than S50.
6. knowingly bought, sold or held stolen goods (or 
tried to do any of these things).
7. thrown objects (such as rocks, snowballs, or 
bottles) at cars or people.
8. run away from home.
9. lied about your age to gain entrance or to pur­
chase something; for example, lying about your age 
to buy liquor or get into a movie.
10. carried a hidden weapon other than a plain 
pocket knife.
11. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth $5 or 
less.
12. attacked someone with the idea of seriously 
hurting or killing him/her.
13. been paid for having sexual relations with 
someone.
14. had sexual intercourse with a person of the 
opposite sex other than your wife/husband.
15. been involved in gang fights.
16. sold marijuana or hashish (“ pot,”  “ grass,”  
“ hash” ).
17. cheated on school tests.
18. hitchhiked where it was illegal to do so.
19. stolen money or other things from your p ar­
ents or other members o f  your fa m ily .
20. hit (or threatened to hit) a teacher or other 
adult at school.
21. hit (or threatened to hit) one of your parents.
22. hit (or threatened to hit) other students.
23. been loud, rowdy, or unruly in a public place 
(disorderly conduct).
24. sold hard drugs, such as heroin, cocaine, and 
LSD.
25. taken a vehicle for a ride (drive) without the 
owner's permission.
26. bought or provided liquor for a minor.
27. had (or tried to have) sexual relations with 
someone against their will.
28. used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or things from o th e rstudents.
29. used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or things from a teacher or other adult at school.
30. used force (strong-arm methods) to get money 
or things from o th er people  (not students or 
teachers).
31. avoided paying for such things as movies, bus 
or subway rides, and food.
32. been drunk in a public place.
33. stolen (or tried to steal) things worth between 
S5 and S50.
34. stolen (or tried to steal) something at school, 
such as someone’s coat from a classroom, locker, or 
cafeteria, or a book from the library.
35. broken into a building or vehicle (or tried to 
break in) to steal something or just to look around.
36. begged for money or things from strangers.
37. skipped classes without an excuse.
38. failed to return extra change that a cashier 
gave you by mistake.
39. been suspended from school.
40. made obscene telephone calls, such as calling 
someone and saying dirty things.
H ow  often in the last year have you used:
41. alcoholic beverages (beer,. wine; and hard liq­
uor).
42. m a riju a n a— hashish ( “ grass.”  “ p o t , ”  
“ hash” ).
Delinquency Scales from the Seattle Survey 
(Hindelang et al, 1981)
MEASURING DELINQUENCY
Official Offenses Self-Report Items
Persons Offense
Assau ft/ fighting 
Assault with weapon 
Threats
Threats with weapon 
Maiming/ aggravated assault 
Rape/attempted rape 
Murder
Sex offenses/morals with victim
Indecent liberties
Menacing
Weapons Offense
Csrying a concealed weapon 
Discharging a weapon 
Possession/unlawful use of 
dangerous weapon 
Weapons (unspecified)
Vehicle Larceny
Attempted vehicle theft 
Car prowl/car break-in
Shoplifting
Shoplifting
Other Larcenies
Theft/larceny (unspecified) 
Grand larceny 
Petty larceny
Purse snatch/wallet snatch 
Mail theft
Meter/coin box theft 
Siphoning gas 
Tilhap
Hit a teacher or school official 
Beat someone up so badly they probably 
needed a doctor 
Forced another person to have sex 
relations with you when they 
didn't want to 
Picked a fight with someone you 
didn’t know 
Jumped someone and beat them up 
Cursed or threatened an adult to let 
them know who was boss 
Hit one of your parents
Pulled weapon on someone to show you 
meant business 
Carried a weapon with intention to use 
in fight
Taken gasoline from car 
without permission 
Taken expensive part of car 
without permission 
Taken tape deck or CB radio from car 
Broken into a locked car to get something
Caught shoplifting by clerk or owner 
Taken things ($10 to $50) without paying 
Taken things (more than $50) without paying 
Taken things (less than $2) without paying
Taken things from wallet or purse 
Grabbed purse and ran with it 
Tried to pass a check by forging name 
Sold something you had stolen yourself 
Taken things from a desk/locker at school 
Used slug/fake money in machine 
Broken into parking meter/coin box 
Bought something you knew was stolen
Official Offenses Self-Report Items
Attempted larceny Kept money you collected for team, charity
Taken mail from someone’s mailbox and open 
Taken materia] from a construction site
Vandalism
Property destruction
Property damage
Vandalism
Mischief
Arson
Attempted arson
Drugs
Marijuana consumption 
Marijuana possession 
Marijuana sale 
Narcotics (unspecified) 
Narcotics possession 
Narcotics use
Narcotics possession and use 
Narcotics sale 
Glue sniffing 
VUSCA
Suspicion of narcotics 
Alcohol Offenses
Intentionally started a building on fire 
Purposely broken a car window 
Broken the windows of an empty house 
Broken the windows of a school 
Let the air out of car or truck tires 
Break up furniture in public housing 
Slashed seats in bus, movie house, etc. 
Puncture/slash tires of a car 
Destroyed mailboxes 
Destroyed things at a construction site 
Fired BB gun at person, passing cars, 
or windows of buildings
Sold illegal drugs 
Smoked marijuana 
Taken angel dust, LSD, or mescaline 
Taken barbiturates or methedrine 
without prescription 
Used heroin 
Used cocaine
Consumption (unspecified) 
Possession (unspecified)
Possession and consumption 
(unspecified)
Alcohol consumption 
Alcohol possession 
Alcohol possession and consumption 
Illegal purchase of alcohol 
Illegal sale of alcohol
Pretended to be older to buy 
booze/cigarettes 
Drunk beer or wine 
Drunk whiskey, gin, vodka, or other 
“hard" liquor 
Gone to school when drunk or high 
Drive a car when drunk or high
Incorrigible, Runaway, School Misbehavior
Incorrigible, unable to adjust 
Runaway
Been suspended or expelled from school 
Been sent out of classroom
Occupational Status Scale from the Seattle Study
MEASURING DELINQUENCY 
WHITE-COLLAR ^  ?
0 2 1  =  S e m i - d r i l l M  («s? r» n»  r W i r , m a i l m a n ,  c a l f c m a n )
022 =  Skilled (secretary, bookkeeper, court clerk) :
023 =  Entertainer (actor,'athlete, model)
024 =  Professiooal (doctor, social worker, teacher)
025 =  Manager (executive, superintendent, editor, senator)
SELF-EMPLOYED
031 =  Professional (lawyer, architect, dentist)
032 =  Craftsman (carpenter-contractor, jeweler, mechanic)
033 =  Merchant (grocery or variety store owner)
034 =  Large business (factory or department store owner)
OTHER "
041 =  Housewife (taking care of own home— not for pay)
042 =  Don’t know
043 =  Don’t care (not used)
044 =  None
045 =  Deceased (not used)
088 =  No parent (father and/or mother)
089 =  Retired
SES OCCUPATIONAL DICHOTOMY USED IN ANALYSIS
OCCUPATION STATUS CODE
1 =  11, 12, 13, 14, 21, 41, 44 (low)
2 =  15, 22,23, 24,25, 31,32, 33, 34 (high)
3 =  88 (no parent)
4 — 89 (retired)
9 =  42,43, 98, 99 (missing value)
OCCDI—OCCUPATION DICHOTOMY OF PRINCIPAL PARENT
I f  Father's Occupation =  3 ,4 ,  9 OCCDI =  Mother’s Occupation
I f  Mother’s Occupation =  3 ,4 ,  9 OCCDI =  Missing
